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TWENTY-FIFTH YEAR REFLECTIONS

TAKING STOCK:
THE MORMON HISTORY ASSOCIATION
AFTER TWENTY-FIVE YEARS
Davis Bittorf

WHAT I OFFER HERE is not "the one true" history of the Mormon History

Association, nor the "intimate" history based on interviews that Maureen
Beecher presented in her presidential address of five years ago, and mercifully
not a list of officers, papers, and awards (although they appear in the appendix). This is Davis Bitton's angle of vision on the Mormon History Association-not the whole truth, certainly, but hopefully worth considering.
If it is in part a paean to our accomplishments, I have also added a bit of
seasoning by recognizing some problems that may not be as conspicuous as
our successes. Officially organized at the annual meeting of the American
Historical Association in San Francisco in December 1965, the Mormon History Association approaches its quarter century mark in December 1990.
Surely the time is ripe for a survey and an evaluation.2
Let us start with a larger context. Since at least the organization of the
Royal Society of London in 1660, the forming of associations has been one
evidence of coming-of-age for different human activities. The general pattern
proceeds something like this: individuals had been studying certain subjects
1

Davis Bitton, professor of history at the University of Utah, is a past president of the Mormon
History Association. This paper was presented at the Mormon History Association annual meeting,
June 1990, at BYU-Hawaii in Laie, Oahu.
2
Previous histories of MHA's history include Davis Bitton, "The Mormon History Association,
1965-1971," MHA Newsletter, No. 20 (15 January 1972); Leonard J. Arrington, "Reflections on the
Founding and Purpose of the Mormon History Association," Journal of Mormon History 10
(1983): 91-104; Maureen Ursenbach Beecher, "Entre Nous: An Informal Hisory of MHA," Journal of Mormon History 12 (1985): 43-52.
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or problems; working in complete isolation was then succeeded by some
personal networking through correspondence and travel; then finally, perceiving the advantages of regular meetings and published transactions to
acquaint members with advances in research, formal organization occurs.
Following this pattern, all of the major scientific disciplines had their organizations by the twentieth century, as did the newer professions of history,
anthropology, sociology, and others. As if by some kind of geometric Malthusian progression, the process never reaches a point of finality; rather the
disciplines continue to divide and subdivide.
The generation following World War II was remarkably fertile in spinning off new historical societies.1 There were new organizations for traditional
fields (Renaissance Society of America 1954), organizations for the new area
studies (American Studies Association 1951, African Studies Association 1957),
and the application of social science methodologies to such traditional subjects as religion (Society for the Scientific Study of Religion 1949, British
Association for the Study of Religions 1954, Religious Research Association
1959).
Concomitant with the new organizations (and driving librarians and
university budget officers crazy) were new periodicals. Again we have the
mix of traditional history {American Benedictine Review 1950, Annals of the
French Revolution 1978); newer ethnic and area interests (Black Scholar
1969, American Indian Quarterly 1974); comparative history {Comparative
Studies in Society and History 1959); and self-conscious considerations of
theory and methodologies {History and Theory I960, Historical Methods
Newsletter 1967). The so-called "new social history," which already had been
building up momentum prior to World War II, especially in France, now
broke out in journals such as Feminist Studies 1972, Psychohistory Review
1972 Journal of'Family History 1976, and Environmental Review 1976.
The gathering of Mormon historians at San Francisco in 1965 and the
founding of the Mormon History Association was therefore but a specific
example of what was happening with many other groups during the same
generation. Even some of the challenges and tensions were simply the Mormon version of what occurred in other associations. I shall return to these,
but first let us bring into focus what the MHA has done.
For one thing, we have kept going. It is a fact of life that many scholarly
'The World of Learning, 1987 (37th ed; London: Europa Publications, 1987).
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societies, like many small businesses, do not have a long life. Consult the
lists of periodicals; you find more than a few that start with high hopes and
then, because of insufficient response or the fading enthusiasm of the founders, simply stop appearing. So mere survival for twenty-five years is not bad.
Besides, we have grown. To gain a sense of this process we can of
course simply cite figures. Less than a hundred members at the beginning.
Something like seven hundred now. I would call attention to the nature of
our meetings. Look at an early program. Then look at one today. From two
or three or more presentations, in sequence so that everyone could hear
everything, we have moved to multiple, conjoint sessions. As a participant in
new organizations dedicated to medieval and Renaissance studies, to the
Reformation, and to French history, I can report that MHA has simply moved
in its own way through the stages of life common to professional societies.
There has been leadership. Somehow, it has been possible to find
twenty-five different individuals able and willing to serve as president of the
association. Looking over the line-up, I find myself saying with what I hope
is wholesome pride, "No mean list of people, these!" And it does not appear
that the possibility of leaders is about to expire. As yet, a recycling of past
presidents has not been necessary.
Even more important than the president—again, this is true of most
organizations-is the supporting staff, especially the permanent secretary if
there is one. We should be grateful, then, for the faithful, competent managerial skills of Dello Dayton, Reed Durham, Ken Godfrey, Larry Porter, Jessie
Embry, and Susan Fales. Let us admit it: without them, or someone doing
what they have done, the Mormon History Association would long since have
fallen flat. As just one example, when it came time to compile the appendix
material, the indefatigable Susan Fales had already done it.
There are other unsung heroes. Let me mention only the program and
local arrangements chairpersons. Programs like the marvelous one last year
in Quincy, Illinois, or like the one this year in Hawaii do not just happen.
Behind them are many months of planning and attention to detail.
Three developments over the years deserve special mention. One has
been the establishment of awards. This means of giving recognition to quality
work in Mormon history started with simply a best book and a best article
award. In 1970, a "turkey" or worst book award was given to Stanley Hirshson's
Lion of the Lord (among other deficiencies, according to the mock plaudits,
Hirshson had turned "the Lion of the Lord into Ferdinand the Bull"). A similar
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well-deserved thumbs-down was given in 1989 to Steven Naifeh and Gregory
White Smith for their hatchet-job The Mormon Murders: A True Story of
Greed, Forgery, Deceit, and Death.
The awards have proliferated to include the Francis M. and Emily Chipman award for best first book; Steven F. Christensen award for best documentary tool; T. Edgar Lyon article awards (in historical theology, interdisciplinary history, nineteenth-century history, and twentieth-century history);
the William Grover and Winnifred Foster Reese award for distinguished
dissertation or thesis; the Grace Fort Arrington awards for "outstanding contributions to the cause of Mormon history"; editor's award by the Journal
of Mormon History; BYU Women's Research Institute award; and, finally,
various special citations of appreciation awarded every year. If at times we
have seemed to have an embarrassment of riches in this area, a kind of
overkill for a small association, I don't know that I can find any example of
awards undeserved. Nor do I know of any turned down or unappreciated.
In 1980 a "sesquicentennial" meeting of the association took place at
Canandaigua, New York. Co-sponsored by the New York Historical Society,
this meeting represented a coming of age in terms of visibility and professionalism. Different publishers displayed the books they had published on
Mormon history. A composition in honor of the occasion was commissioned
from LDS composer Crawford Gates. Thanks to Alfred Bush of Princeton
University, the published program itself took on a new appearance: no longer
the one-sheet throw-away item or the stapled sheets of mimeographed information, the program now was professionally designed and printed so as
to be a prize worth preserving. Like the programs of other associations, this
one was now funded, at least in part, by advertisements. When some of the
major papers of the New York meeting were later published in a special
issue of New York History, again the message was being proclaimed to a
larger audience that Mormon history had entered a new era.
At this time, too, thanks to the generous contribution of Obert and Grace
Tanner, we started the Tanner lectures, specifically to bring in "outside"
scholars, people of achievement and stature, who would be willing to give
some time and thought to Mormon history and give us the benefit of their
reflections. Only two or three times have I been disappointed in scholars who,
in my view, simply passed on something they were doing anyway and devoted
little time or thought to Mormon history. Most of the time, the results have
been valuable —to Mormon historians who need to hear the viewpoint of
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those with different frames of reference and, I hope, to the Tanner lecturers
themselves, who have had the opportunity to broaden their own familiarity
with the rich and complex history that is Mormon.1
Third, there is the Journal of Mormon History. I remember participating in several discussions about whether to publish a journal and how
frequently it should appear. The decision made was to use an annual "yearbook" publication schedule, which has been followed since. The Journal
of Mormon History started publication in 1974. As editor, Richard W. Sadler,
with the indispensable assistance of Glen Leonard, got us through the first
eight years. Dean May edited issues nine through twelve (1982-85). Then,
after the ever-ready Leonard Arrington took over for one year, Lowell M.
Durham, Jr., has been at the helm of the journal down to the present with
experienced and able Lavina Fielding Anderson designated as editor-elect.
The Journal has by now made available in print close to one hundred
articles, including all of the Tanner lectures, and is recognized as the flagship
of Mormon studies.
Anyone who has wondered why the Journal does not have a book
review section may be interested in knowing that this was the result of a
policy decision by the association officers.2 Since it appeared only annually,
it was less able than even quarterly journals to give a timely appraisal of
scholarly works. With limited space available and with books already reviewed
in several other periodicals, the editors have decided more than once against
reviews. Exceptions were made in volumes 11 (1984) and 12 (1985). What
the Journal has encouraged, on the other hand, is review articles bibliographical essays comparing and evaluating works on a given topic.3
The association's newsletter, which existed in simple form from 1965,
became more ambitious in the late 1970s. Received by all members of the
organization, the newsletter is a valuable means of keeping up to date on
different aspects of Mormon history: papers presented at other associations,
1

For additional comments on the Tanner lectures, see Jan Shipps, Oral History, interviewed
by Maureen Ursenbach Beecher, 1985, typescript, 48-49, 61-64, The James Moyle Oral History
Program, Historical Department Archives of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, Salt
Lake City, Utah. All other oral history interviews cited in this paper are located in the same place.
2
MHA Executive Council Minutes, 16 December 1971, MHA Collection, Box 4, Folder 2, Utah
State Historical Society, Salt Lake City.
3
Such review articles have included polygamy (by Davis Bitton in Vol. 4), Joseph Smith (by
Thomas G. Alexander in Vol. 5), Nauvoo (by Richard Poll in Vol. 5), and Nauvoo again (by Glen
Leonard in Vol. 16).
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requests for assistance on special research problems, and the like. After each
annual meeting several participants will often write their reactions for the
newsletter, providing a valuable indication of differences of perspective, some
enjoying one thing, others another. Especially valuable are bibliographical
listings prepared by BYU Archivist David L. Whittaker with others by Linda
Thatcher. For a true Mormon historian or buff these are invaluable, fully
worth the price of admission even if the organization provided nothing else.
During the early years, the vice-president (or president- elect) edited the
newsletter; but since its expansion, the responsibility has been given to the
permanent secretary or someone else. Lavina Fielding Anderson, Gordon
Irving, and Jessie Embry have been especially effective in this role.
It would be claiming too much to say that without MHA none of the
scholarship on Mormon history would have appeared. We really do not know
that. The subject was alive and well before the organization was formed; and
should the organization somehow pass out of existence, Mormon history
would continue to attract attention. On the other hand, we individual scholars
will agree, I think, that scheduled meetings, the opportunity and obligation
to deliver papers, and the encouragement of peer approval serve as a stimulus
to research and writing. In these ways MHA has for the past twenty-five years
been involved in encouraging much of the seminal scholarship on Mormon
history.
And so we celebrate our existence, our persevering and continuing,
our achievements. On the twenty-fifth anniversary it is appropriate that we
again pay tribute to what has been accomplished and to those responsible.
But this is not enough. The time is also ripe for some reflection, some selfanalysis, some frank soul-searching. As I give my own "state of the association"
report, I fortunately do not find it necessary to be full of doom and gloom.
But it is helpful, I think, to face the facts of life.
One of the problems faced by any organization or association is that of
clientele. Who will join it? Whom will it serve? Are there several constituent
groups? Where are the lines of inclusion and exclusion to be drawn? The
original constitution puts it quite simply: "In order to foster scholarly research
and publication in the field of Mormon history, and to promote fellowship
and communication among scholars interested in Mormon history, an international organization is hereby formed with the name: 'Mormon History
Association.'"
As I remember it, although this may have been simply by implication
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or expressed informally, boundaries were drawn on two sides, at least in
theory. On the one side, not to be welcome were the Mormon-baiters, the
anti-Mormons who would use the association as a forum for peddling their
partisan attacks.1 On the other side, equally to be discouraged were people
unwilling to engage in rigorous historical inquiry, although those willing to
move, however tentatively, from the status of "buff' to that of paper-giver
have always been heartily encouraged and mentored. Always public, the
meetings have been open to an audience representing a broad range of
sympathies and perspectives. Some of these alternative perspectives have
been represented in paper comments or in discussions.
Within these broad boundaries, three main groups have been recognized as constituencies of the Mormon History Association. First have been
Utah Mormons—often the Logan-Salt Lake City-Provo axis but in reality enlarged to include outriders like Stanley Kimball, Richard Bushman, Grant
Underwood, Gary Smith, Irene Bates, Marjorie Newton, and Ian Barber. Second are the RLDS historians, mainly centered at Graceland College or in the
RLDS Church offices in Independence, and other Reorganization members
with an interest in history. Especially solicitous to build bridges between the
two churches were LDS Church historian Leonard Arrington and RIDS Church
historian Richard Howard. For several years, Earl E. Olson, as LDS Assistant
Church Historian, also supported these efforts. In any case, from the beginning
RLDS historians have been important players in the MHA. The third constituent
group is made up of such non-Mormon scholars of Mormonism as Jan Shipps,
Mario De Pillis, and Larry Foster.
Occasionally we still run into confusion over terminology occasioned
by our English language. What is a "Mormon historian"? On the one hand,
any historian whose religious identity is Mormon would qualify even if his
or her competence was the history of sub-Saharan Africa. The historian's
personal religious affiliation obviously is not the unifying feature of our
association. I feel comfortable in saying that for purposes of the organization
"Mormon historian" refers to the historian who researches and writes about
Mormons. In any case, remembering that our organization is not the Asso^uch distinctions have not always been easy to make. On the Reverend Wesley P. Walters at
Graceland College, see Shipps Oral History, 50. The rejection of Anthony Hutchison's proposal
for the Provo meeting, on the grounds that it was controversial, is deplored by Thomas G.
Alexander, Oral History, interviewed by Maureen Ursenbach Beecher, 1985, typescript, 38-39. A
decision to accept a proposal by Michael Marquardt is discussed by Richard Poll, Oral History,
interviewed by Maureen Ursenbach Beecher, 1985, typescript, 49-50.
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ciation of Mormon Historians but the Mormon History Association, we have
always welcomed non-Mormons who have scholarly contributions having to
do with Mormon history.1
But we are too sanguine if we ignore the cleavages within these different
groups. Among non-Mormons who write about Mormons many obviously
are unhappy with what they perceive as a too favorable treatment. Jan Shipps
reported to me a conversation with an anti-Mormon writer who denounced
her for failing to see and attack "the soft underbelly" of Mormonism.
Bill Russell has kept us informed of divisions within the Reorganization,
and Roger Launius at this meeting has explained that these are bound to
have their historical dimensions. Anyone who was in attendance at the 1975
Sunday devotional in the Heber Tabernacle will remember the RLDS individual who walked out during Toni Youngreen's portrayal of one of Joseph
Smith's plural wives, announcing, "I am not going to stay and hear a good
man slandered."
The IDS community, too, includes sharp divergences in point of view.
A 1973 letter to the association officers protested the selection of a certain
speaker for a meeting in San Francisco. The executive council instructed the
president to "write an appropriate letter... explaining that the Mormon History Association provides a forum for a wide variety of speakers and historians
and not just a forum for those with a particular historical bent."2
When I was program chairman one year, I became aware of a cluster
of attendees, many from BYU Religious Education and the Church Educational
System, who were "murmuring." They were not happy with some of what
they were hearing, finding it too negative, sometimes even lacking in respect.
Like the RLDS protester, these LDS malcontents had deep feelings, their
religious faith was somehow tied to a view of history that they did not find
reinforced at MHA, and they could not pretend that all was well.
As part of my preparation for this paper, I spent some time going over
the paper topics in a kind of rough survey-not of their interest, significance,
or quality but rather seeking to estimate how many of them really impinged
on the basic faith claims of Mormonism. Indeed, there have been some such
at almost every meeting; and as long as we are interested in origins, this will
'I recall reading in a recent newsletter of the Association of Mormon Letters a clarification
of its usage of the word "active." It meant those actively writing or producing scholarship, not
actively participating in church. The AML is for "all interested persons," as is effectively the MHA.
2
MHA Executive Council Minutes, 17 December 1973.
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probably continue. But such topics are by no means the main subject matter
of Mormon historians. Something like 95 percent of our papers are on matters
that simply do not have the potential of undermining faith that has enough
strength and resilience to be deserving of the name.1
While I feel some sympathy with those who do not relish hearing what
they regard as "negative" history, I see that the program almost always includes
acceptable options for them. If the "mix" within the organization should ever
become such that it is merely a gripe session under the guise of scholarship,
I will quietly (well, perhaps noisily) find something else to do with my time.
But up until now that has not happened, and I do not see such a deterioration
on the horizon. In the meantime, MHA programs are best understood as an
abundant smorgasbord with various offerings to fit different tastes.
At times we bandy about the term "professional" with both carelessness
and hubris. A 17 June 1974 meeting of the nomination committee agreed
that the association president "should be selected from among the scholarly
community rather than establishing the policy of moving the presidency
through the various constituencies of the organization such as buffs, seminary
teachers, graduate students." When this statement of principle was challenged
at an officers' meeting on 5 October 1974, it was upheld on the grounds that
the president was expected to give an address of scholarly importance.2
From almost the beginning of MHA and increasingly as time has gone
on, the meetings have been attended by people who are simply interested
in Mormon history. These are the amateurs, the history buffs, who enjoy
reading Mormon history, even hearing about the most recent findings, and
above all visiting sites of early Mormon historical interest. At times the association has threatened to become a surrogate for a travel club. I know
individuals who plan their vacations around MHA meetings, attend in a festive
spirit, and go on guided tours, adding much to the good fellowship that
accompanies the scholarly sessions. The association is filling the needs of
some as it stimulates their interest in Mormon history and gives them a feeling
of place.
In an effort to make buffs feel more at home while at the same time
providing alternative perspectives for the enjoyment of everyone, we began
including a session of "old-timers." Theron Luke once held us spellbound.
^ e n Godfrey is of the opinion that half of the papers "could have been given in sacrament
meeting." Oral History, interviewed by Maureen Ursenbach Beecher, 1985, typescript, 39.
2
MHA Executive Council Minutes, 5 October 1974.
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T. Edgar Lyon and Florence Jacobsen also gave us their unique perspectives
and experiences. Unfortunately this effort has not been maintained with any
consistency—which is just one example of the difficulty of achieving continuity in an organization when different people are in charge in succeeding
years. Perhaps my sense of disappointment about these "old-timers" sessions
is simply my petty sense of proprietership because of having originated it,
but I do keep thinking of people who would have fascinating things to tell
us in the mode, not of scholarly historiography but of personal reminiscences.
It is gratifying to hear that Susan Fales has developed a procedure of providing
each officer with a packet of materials embodying previous policy decisions.
And the Hawaii meeting of 1990 has included a generous contribution by
such respected senior citizens as Gladys Pualoa, Tom Nakayama, and Viola
Kawahigashi, who have reminisced of earlier times in the islands.
Because of the success of MHA, Mormon scholars who are not historians
have on occasion proposed enlarging its scope. In 1973 John L. Sorenson
wrote requesting that the Committee on Mormon Culture and Society be
permitted to affiliate. On the grounds that Mormon history was already sufficiently large as the organization's ration d'etre the proposal was tabled,
effectively denying it.1 In 1974 Don Oscarson's proposal that there be a
Committee on the Arts within MHA was rejected. MHA should not, said Jan
Shipps, become "an umbrella for various sub-groups even though it should
take an interest in all of them and cooperate with them to the extent possible."2
The consensus, as I recall, was that papers from social scientists or musicians
or anyone else would be fully eligible as long as they approached their
subjects historically. Whether or not these decisions were correct, it is plain
to see that MHA has continued to grow and has had plenty to do within its
own stated area of concern.
I started by noting that MHA came into existence both in time and
function along with many other historical organizations. As we look at some
of those other professional associations, we have some reason to be grateful
for having been spared some internal fracturing. Anyone who belongs to,
attends, or keeps up with the activities of some of our prominent associations
knows that they have been far from peaceful.
One of the recurrent frustrations of the past twenty years has had to do
with the job market. One of the functions of the great national associations
'Ibid., 8 November 1973.
Ibid, 5 October 1974.

2
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traditionally had been that of helping new Ph.D.sfindjobs; of course, wheeling
and dealing also occurred on the higher levels. Then suddenly, so it seemed,
there were virtually no jobs to be had. For the simple reason that positions
in Mormon history are all but nonexistent, MHA has never seen this as part
of its role.
Gender issues have also entered strongly into the national associations.
This has not been merely in the form of increasing numbers of female
historians or papers and sessions devoted to "herstory." Militant women
organized themselves into caucuses, promoted their own agenda, and made
demands. Often there has been a high degree of overlap between the activism
in the women's movement and a radical political agenda. At the same time
division among female scholars sometimes became apparent. MHA, by contrast, has experienced no political infighting along gender lines of which I
am aware. This I would attribute to good will on both sides-that of the
(originally male) senior scholars who have generously mentored both male
and female junior scholars and that of the women historians who have unsuspiciously participated and willingly made their own signal contributions,
including fostering their own younger colleagues. Since jobs are not at issue,
questions of relative power have been muted. I do not have any reason to
believe or claim that Mormon women historians are happy in every way (of
whom can that be said?), but it is unarguable that the MHA has been relatively
free of public acrimony over gender issues and has included generous cooperation between male and female colleagues. "Never," as Jan Shipps puts
it, "have I had any feeling that any person has put on a priesthood voice with
me."1
Finally, professional associations, especially in the humanities, have been
powerfully influenced by deconstruction. Anyone with degrees in English,
history, or the social sciences has to be familiar with such writers as Foucault,
Barthes, Derrida. One of the results has been a schism between young and
old, new and traditional scholarship. For better or worse MHA has been
virtually immune from this particular influence.2
I wish to conclude with two suggestions. First, it is my perception that
'Oral History, 58.
For a taste of this friction, see Joyce Appleby, "One Good Turn Deserves Another: Moving
Beyond the Linguistic, A Response to David Harlan, "American Historical Review 94 (December
1989): 1326-32.1 am not saying that MHA should skirt the fundamental issues raised by the newer
criticism, only that it has thus far done so.
2
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our programs have become too large and unwieldy, too nondiscriminating
in accepting papers. Perhaps this is a trait of Mormons or Americans too
powerful to resist: the more, the better. However, we would do well to note
that many other professional associations, certainly those most prestigious,
do not accept all proposals. It is amusing to look back at the preparations
for the Kirtland meeting of 1978, the first to have conjoint sessions. On 3
August 1977 Mel Smith, looking at the formidable array of papers scheduled,
wondered if the council "might be trying to provide too much material."
After discussion "it was agreed that the material must justify the travel of long
distances by members."11 hope it is not a cheap shot thirteen years later to
ask how much "material" justifies traveling how far. Can we get away with
a small program in Utah but must mount a blockbuster for meetings in
England or Hawaii? And whose travel are we referring to? Without naming
specific papers, I will at least offer the judgment that we have become too
permissive. There is nothing wrong with deciding ahead of time that the
meeting will last so long, have so many sessions, and thus include a maximum
of so many papers. If this means the refusal of more proposals, participation
in our conventions will be more meaningful.
Second, can we be satisfied with our size and influence? I am not among
those for whom bigger is always better, and seven or eight hundred may in
fact be our natural clientele.2 But I do not find this argument persuasive. At
the end of 1988 there were 1700 stakes in the LDS Church. Admitting that
many of these are non-English-speaking, should there not be an average of
one person per stake who would enjoy and benefit from MHA? How many
seminary and institute teachers are there, people who lay some claim to
expertise in the area of Church history? How many Gospel Doctrine teachers?
Not that all of these would find MHA to their liking nor should such participation be required of them. But it does seem that more of them would on
their own be drawn to the kind of information the organization provides.
This says nothing about the RIDS audience and people in general who enjoy
Western and Mormon history. On many occasions I have found myself conversing with someone who professes to having a strong interest in Church
'MHA Executive Council Minutes, 3 August 1977. Jan Shipps says the conjoint sessions were
"opposed by a number of people" but sees the development as positive. The Kirtland meeting,
she says, was "the first time the Association truly seemed like a professional association." Oral
History, 39-40, 45.
2
MHA Council Minutes for different dates show fluctuating membership as follows: 6 February
1976 (748), 3 October 1976 (644), 3 May 1980 (1,042), 12 October 1981 (782), 4 May 1982 (612).
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history but who, it turns out, has never heard of the Mormon History Association. Somehow we need to do a better job in outreach.1
In conclusion, may I say that to me organizations are by no means the
most important thing in life. And among organizations, professional associations are by no means obviously the most significant. I am not among those
who would proclaim the Mormon History Association to be my church. It
cannot and should not try to be all things to all people. It cannot please
equally those with mutually contradictory agenda. But if we lower our sights
just a bit, we are happily surprised. In its many offerings —I return to the
image of the smorgasbord—it has provided much nourishment, stimulation,
encouragement. It has pursued its stated objectives and, along the way, managed to fill a variety of needs for many different people. That is enough.
Many of us, I suspect, can agree with Richard Poll: "It has been a good life,
and the association with the Mormon History Association has been one of
the good threads in it."2
Appendix
Past Presidents

1966-67
1967-68
1968-69
1969-70
1970-71
1971-72
1972-73
1973-74
1974-75
1975-76
1976-77

Leonard J. Arrington
Eugene E. Campbell
T. Edgar Lyon
S. George Ellsworth
Richard D. Poll
Davis Bitton
James B. Allen
Reed C. Durham, Jr.
Thomas G. Alexander
Charles S. Peterson
Paul M. Edwards
1977-78 Douglas D. Alder

1978-79
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86
1986-87
1987-88
1988-89
1989-90

Milton V. Backman, Jr.
JanShipps
DeanC.Jessee
Melvin T. Smith
William D. Russell
Kenneth W. Godfrey
Maureen Ursenbach Beecher
Richard L. Bushman
Richard W. Sadler
Valeen Tippetts Avery
Stanley B. Kimball
Carol Cornwall Madsen

Past Executive Secretaries
1965-69
1969-71
1971-75
1975-83

Dello G. Dayton
Reed C. Durham, Jr.
Kenneth W. Godfrey
Larry C. Porter

1983-87 Jessie L Embry
1987-90 Susan LFales
1990Jessie L. Embry

1
One idea for enlarging membership, the establishment of chapters, was rejected by the
officers. Jan Shipps, Oral History, 56.
2
Oral History, 51.
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Previous Editors and Editorial Staff1

1973-74
EDITOR: Richard W. Sadler
ASSOCIATE EDITOR: Thomas G. Alexander, James B. Allen
EDITORIAL ASSISTANT: Glen M. Leonard, Maureen Ursenbach

1974-75
EDITOR: Richard W. Sadler
ASSOCIATE EDITOR: Glen M. Leonard

BOARD OF EDITORS: Maureen Ursenbach Beecher, Alfred Bush, Paul M. Edwards, Marvin S. Hill, T. Edgar Lyon, Dennis L. Lythgoe, Richard D. Poll, William D. Russell,
Melvin T. Smith

1975-76
EDITOR: Richard W. Sadler
ASSOCIATE EDITOR: Glen M. Leonard

BOARD OF EDITORS: Maureen Ursenbach Beecher, Alfred Bush, Marvin S. Hill, Warren
Jennings, T. Edgar Lyon, Dennis L. Lythgoe, Richard D. Poll, William D. Russell, Melvin T. Smith

1976-77
EDITOR: Richard W. Sadler
ASSOCIATE EDITOR: Glen M. Leonard

ASSISTANT EDITOR: Jill Mulvay Derr
BOARD OF EDITORS: Richard L. Anderson, Alfred Bush, Lawrence Foster, Warren Jennings, T. Edgar Lyon, Dennis L. Lythgoe, Max H. Parkin, Richard D. Poll, William D.
Russell

1977-78
EDITOR: Richard W. Sadler
ASSOCIATE EDITOR: Glen M. Leonard

ASSISTANT EDITOR: Jill Mulvay Derr
BOARD OF EDITORS: Richard L. Anderson, Alfred Bush, Lawrence Foster, Warren Jennings, Dennis L. Lythgoe, Dean L. May, Max H. Parkin, Richard D. Poll, William D.
Russell

1978-79
EDITOR: Richard W. Sadler
ASSOCIATE EDITOR: Glen M. Leonard

ASSISTANT EDITOR: Jill Mulvay Derr
BOARD OF EDITORS: Richard L. Anderson, Lawrence Foster, Warren Jennings, Dennis
L. Lythgoe, Dean L. May, Max H. Parkin, Richard D. Poll, Joseph B. Romney, William
D. Russell
'Names of assistant editors and members of the editorial board have been alphabetized.
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1979-80
EDITOR: Richard W. Sadler
ASSOCIATE EDITOR: Glen M. Leonard

ASSISTANT EDITORS: Jill Mulvay Derr, Gordon Irving
BOARD OF EDITORS: Richard L. Anderson, L. Madelon Brunson, Lawrence Foster, Dennis L. Lythgoe, Dean L. May, Richard D. Poll, D. Michael Quinn, Joseph B. Romney,
William D. Russell

1980-81
EDITOR: Richard W. Sadler
ASSOCIATE EDITOR, Dean L. May,

ASSISTANT EDITORS: Jill Mulvay Derr, Gordon Irving
BOARD OF EDITORS: Richard L. Anderson, L. Madelon Brunson, Lawrence Foster, Stanley B. Kimball, Richard D. Poll, Kent Powell, D. Michael Quinn, Joseph B. Romney,
William D. Russell

1981-82
EDITOR: Dean L. May

ASSISTANT EDITORS: Jill Mulvay Derr, Gordon Irving, Howard Christy
BOARD OF EDITORS: Richard L. Anderson, Danel Bachman, Mario De Pillis, Lawrence
Foster, Stanley B. Kimball, Richard D. Poll, Kent Powell, D. Michael Quinn, William
D. Russell

1982-83
EDITOR: Dean L. May

ASSISTANT EDITORS: Jill Mulvay Derr, Gordon Irving, Howard Christy
BOARD OF EDITORS: Valeen Tippetts Avery, Danel Bachman, Mario De Pillis, Marvin S.
Hill, Stanley B. Kimball, Richard D. Poll, Kent Powell, D. Michael Quinn, William D.
Russell, Clare D. Vlahos

1983-84
EDITOR: Dean L. May

ASSISTANT EDITORS: Jill Mulvay Derr, Gordon Irving, Eleanor Knowles
BOARD OF EDITORS: Valeen Tippetts Avery, Danel Bachman, Mario De Pillis, Paul M.
Edwards, Marvin S. Hill, E. Leo Lyman, Richard D. Poll, Grant Underwood, Clare D.
Vlahos

1984-85
EDITOR: Dean L. May

ASSISTANT EDITORS: Jill Mulvay Derr, Gordon Irving, Eleanor Knowles
BOARD OF EDITORS: Valeen Tippetts Avery, Eugene Campbell, Mario De Pillis, Paul M.
Edwards, Marvin S. Hill, E. Leo Lyman, Grant Underwood, Clare D. Vlahos, Jean B.
White

1985-87
EDITOR: Leonard J. Arrington
ASSISTANT EDITORS: Martha Elizabeth Bradley, Jill Mulvay Derr, Lowell M. Durham, Jr.,
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Eleanor Knowles, Frank McEntire
BOARD OF EDITORS: Mario De Pillis, Paul M. Edwards, E. Leo Lyman, Grant Underwood, Jean B. White

1987-90
EDITOR: Lowell M. Durham, Jr.
ASSOCIATE EDITORS: Martha Sonntag Bradley, Eleanor Knowles
DESIGNER: Kent Ware
CONSULTING EDITOR: Leonard J. Arrington

BOARD OF EDITORS: James B. Allen, Davis Bitton, Claudia L. Bushman, Mario De Pillis,
Carol Cornwall Madsen, W. Grant McMurray, Jean B. White
1990EDITOR: Lavina Fielding Anderson
ASSOCIATE EDITORS AND EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE: Martha Sonntag Bradley, William G.

Hartley, Carol C. Madsen, Allen Roberts, Jean B. White
Patricia L. Scott, Editorial Manager and Executive Committee
EDITORIAL STAFF: Bill Connors, Karin Anderson England, Susette Fletcher Green, Elizabeth Shaw Smith, Marianne Perciaccante
Warren Archer: Designer
Jack M. Lyon: Production Manager
BOARD OF EDITORS: James B. Allen, Milton V. Backman, Mario S. De Pillis, Susan L.
Fales, Elizabeth Gee, Roger D. Launius, W. Grant McMurray
Past Council Members
Thomas G. Alexander, 1970-71
Norma Deny Hiles, 1983-86
Lavina Fielding Anderson, 1982-85
Marvin S. Hill, 1975-78, 1980-83
Richard L. Anderson, 1982-85
Richard P. Howard, 1977-80
Milton V. Backman, Jr., 1969-70
Dean C. Jessee, 1982-85
Maureen Ursenbach Beecher, 1974-77 Jeffrey O. Johnson, 1983-86
Sherilyn C. Bennion, 1987-90
Stanley B. Kimball, 1969-70, 1983-85
Alma Blair, 1973-76
Roger D. Launius, 1986-89
Alfred Bush, 1982-85
Mark McKiernan, 1970-71
Richard L. Bushman, 1969-70
David E. Miller, 1976-79, 1982-85
Lawrence Coates, 1973-76
Jill C. Mulvay, 1977-80
Earl E. Olson, 1967-70
Everett L. Cooley, 1980-82
Richard O. Cowan, 1976-79
Charles S. Peterson, 1973-74
Graham W. Doxey, 1981-84
D. Michael Quinn, 1986-88
Paul M. Edwards, 1982-85
William D. Russell, 1973-74
S. George Ellsworth, 1969-70
Jan Shipps, 1973-76
Robert M. Flanders, 1982-85
William B. Smart, 1978-81
Kenneth W. Godfrey, 1969-70, 1980-82 E. Gary Smith, 1984-87
Robert Hansen, 1982-85
Linda Thatcher, 1986-89
Michael Harris, 1972-75
Grant Underwood, 1987-90
Barbara M. Higdon, 1974-77
Clare D. Vlahos, 1980-83
Ronald W. Walker, 1985-88
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Conference Sites and Chairs1
Initial planning meeting Logan, Utah
9 September 1965
28-30 December 1965 Organizational meeting, American Historical Association
(AHA) meeting in San Francisco. Program: James B. Allen
and Richard Bushman. Local arrangements: Thomas B.
Alexander
August 1966
Reed College, Portland, Oregon, with the Pacific Coast
Branch of the AHA. Arrangements: Leonard J. Arrington
Stanford University, Palo Alto, California with the Pacific
August 1967
Coast Branch of the AHA
University of Santa Clara, Santa Clara, California, with the
August 1968
Pacific Coast Branch of AHA
San Diego State College with the Pacific Coast Branch of
26-28 August 1969
AHA. Program chair: James B. Allen. Local arrangements:
Reed Durham
15-16 April 1970
LDS Institute of Religion, University of Southern California
14 October 1971
Santa Fe, New Mexico
15 April 1972
Independence, Missouri. Local arrangements: Mark McKiernan
5 April 1973
Salt Lake City, Utah. Local arrangements: Charles Peterson
and Dean Jessee
19-21 April 1974
Nauvoo, Illinois. Program chair: Richard D. Poll
11-13 April 1975
Brigham Young University, Provo, Utah. Program chair:
James B. Allen
16-18 April 1976
Dixie College, St. George, Utah. Program: Richard W. Sadler. Local arrangements: Karl Brooks
22-24 April 1977
Kirtland, Ohio. Program: Jan Shipps. Local arrangements:
Kenneth Byrns and Lawrence Yorgason
5-7 May 1978
Utah State University, Logan, Utah. Program: Glen M. Leonard. Local arrangements: Charles Peterson
25-28 May 1979
Graceland College, Lamoni, Iowa. Program chair: Eugene
Campbell. Local arrangements: Alma Blair
1-4 May 1980
Canandaigua, New York. Program committee: Claudia and
Richard Bushman, Dean and Cheryll May. Local arrangements: Duane Bunnell and Adele B. McCollum.
Ricks College, Rexburg, Idaho. Program: Davis Bitton. Lo1-3 May 1981
cal arrangements: Lawrence Coates
Weber State College, Ogden, Utah. Program: Dennis L.
6-9 May 1982
Lythgoe. Local arrangements: Richard C. Roberts
Omaha, Nebraska. Program: Mary L. Bradford. Local ar5-8 May 1983
rangements: Gail Holmes
1-3 May 1984
Brigham Young University, Provo, Utah. Program: Donald
Q. Cannon. Local arrangements: David and Linda Whittaker
'The records are not complete on who served as program and/or local arrangements chairs,
particularly in the earlier informal days. Personal reminiscences and records that canfillin some
of the gaps will be gratefully welcomed.
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1-4 May 1986
5-12 July 1987
5-8 May 1988
11-14 May 1989
10-16 June 1990
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Independence, Missouri. Program: Richard D. Poll. Local
arrangements: Paul M. Edwards
Salt Lake City, Utah. Program: Dean and Cheryll May. Local
arrangements: David C. Racker
Oxford and Liverpool, England. Program: Thomas G. Alexander. Local arrangements: Paul L. Anderson
Utah State University, Logan, Utah. Program: Carol C. Madsen. Local arrangements: Kent Robson
Quincy/Nauvoo, Illinois. Program: Roger D. Launius. Local
arrangements: Kenneth E. Stobaugh
BYU-Hawaii, Laie, Hawaii. Program: Martha Sonntag Bradley. Local arrangements: Lance Chase

Tanner Lectures
1980 Timothy L. Smith, professor of history, The Johns Hopkins University. "The
Book of Mormon in a Biblical Culture."
Gordon S. Wood, professor of history, Brown University. "Evangelical America
and Early Mormonism."
1981 John F. Wilson, Collord Professor of Religion, Princeton University. "Some
Comparative Perspectives on the Early Mormon Movement and the ChurchState Question, 1830-1845."
1982 John G. Gager, chairman of the Department of Religion, Princeton University.
"Early Mormonism and Early Christianity: Some Parallels and Their Consequences for the Study of New Religions."
1983 Martin E. Marty, Fairfax M. Cone Distinguished Service Professor of the History
of Modern Christianity, University of Chicago. "Two Integrities: An Address to
the Crisis in Mormon Historiography."
1984 Edwin S. Gaustad, professor of religious studies, University of California, Riverside. "Historical Theology and Theological History: Mormon Possibilities."
1985 Langdon Gilkey, Shailer Mathews Professor of Theology in the University of
Chicago Divinity School. "Religion and Culture: A Persistent Problem."
1986 Anne Firor Scott, professor of history, Duke University. "Mormon Women, Other
Women: Paradoxes and Challenges."
1987 J. F. C. Harrison, professor emeritus, University of Sussex. "LDS Working Class
Biographies: The Nineteenth-Century Context."
1988 Henry Warner Bowden, professor of religion, Rutgers University. "From the
Age of Science to an Age of Uncertainty: History and Mormon Studies in the
Twentieth Century."
1989 R. Laurence Moore, professor of religion, Cornell University. "Learning to Play:
The Mormon Way and the Way of Other Americans."
1990 Peter Lineham, senior lecturer, Department of History, Massey University, Palmerston North, New Zealand. "The Mormon Message in the Context of Maori
Culture."
Awards
1966
BEST BOOK AWARDS: Robert Bruce Flanders, Nauvoo: Kingdom on the Mississippi
(Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1965).
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James L. Haseltine, 100 Years of Utah Painting (Salt Lake City: Salt Lake Art Center,
1965).
BEST ARTICLE AWARD: D. W. Meinig, "The Mormon Culture Region: Strategies and
Patterns in the Geography of the American West, 1847-1964," Annals of the Association
of American Geographers 55 (J u n e 1965): 191-220.
1967: No awards
1968
BEST BOOK AWARD: Klaus J. Hansen, Quest for Empire: The Political Kingdom of
God and the Council of Fifty in Mormon History (East Lansing: Michigan State University
Press, 1967).
BEST ARTICLE AWARD: Leonard J. Arrington, "The Search for Truth and Meaning in
Mormon History," Dialogue: A Journal of Mormon Thought 3 (Summer 1968):
56-65.
BIBLIOGRAPHY AWARD: Thomas G. Alexander and James B. Allen, "The Mormons in
the Mountain West, A Selected Bibliography," Arizona and the West 10 (Spring 1968):
365-84.
SPECIAL CITATION: to Earl E. Olson, Assistant Church Historian, in recognition of his
meritorious contributions to the study of Mormon history.
1969
BEST ARTICLE AWARD: Leonard J. Arrington and John Haupt, "Intolerable Zion: The
Image of Mormonism in Nineteenth-Century American Literature," Western Humanities
Review 22 (Summer 1968): 243-60.
SPECIAL CITATIONS: To the editors of Dialogue: A Journal of Mormon Thought
and BYU Studies for stimulating research and publication.
1970
BEST BOOK AWARD: Richard Howard, Restoration Scriptures: A Study of Their Textual
Development (Independence, Mo.: Herald House, 1969).
BEST ARTICLE AWARD: Richard L. Anderson for several articles in the Improvement
Era, BYU Studies, and The Instructor.
WORST BOOK: Stanley P. Hirshson, Lion of the Lord (New York: Alfred A. Knopf,
1969).
1971
BEST BOOK AWARD: Gustive O. Larson, The "Americanization" of Utah for Statehood
(San Marino, Calif.: Huntington Library, 1971).
BEST ARTICLE AWARD: Dean C. Jessee, "The Writing of Joseph Smith's History," BYU
Studies 11 (Summer 1971): 439-72.
1972
SPECIAL CITATION: To John James, Jr., librarian at the Utah State Historical Society,
in recognition of meritorious service to the cause of scholarship in Mormon and Utah
history.
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1973
BEST BOOKAWARD: S. George Ellsworth, Utah's Heritage (Layton, Utah/Santa Barbara,
Calif.: Peregrine Smith, 1973).
BEST ARTICLE AWARD: Henry J. Wolfinger, "A Re-examination of the Woodruff Manifesto in the Light of Utah Constitutional History," Utah Historical Quarterly 39 (Fall
1971): 238-49.
COURAGE BEST ARTICLE AWARD: Paul M. Edwards, "Sweet Singer of Israel: David
Hyrum Smith," 12 (Winter 1972): 171-84.
1974
BEST BOOK AWARD: Charles Peterson, Take Up Your Mission: Mormon Colonizing
along the Little Colorado River, 1870-1900 (Tucson: University of Arizona Press,
1973).
BEST ARTICLE AWARDS: Lester E. Bush, Jr., "Mormonism's Negro Doctrine: An Historical Overview," Dialogue 8 (Spring 1973): 11-68.
Eugene E. Campbell, "Brigham Young's Outer Cordon—A Reappraisal," Utah Historical
Quarterly 41 (Summer 1973): 220-53.
SPECIAL CITATIONS: to William D. Russell, editor of Courage; to Andrew Karl Larson,
for long-time service and for his bookErastus Snow, and to Alma Blair, for contributions
to Mormon history and for the innovative use of films in its teaching.
1975
BEST BOOK AWARD: Dean C. Jessee, ed. Letters of Brigham Young to His Sons (Salt
Lake City: Deseret Book Company, in collaboration with the Historical Department
of The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, 1974).
BEST ARTICLE BY A SENIOR AUTHOR: D. Michael Quinn, "The Evolution of the
Presiding Quorums of the IDS Church," Journal of Mormon History 1 (1974):
21-38; and "The Mormon Church and the Spanish-American War: An End to Selective
Pacificism," Pacific Historical Review 43 (Aug. 1974): 342-66.
BEST ARTICLE BY A JUNIOR AUTHOR: Gordon Irving, "The Law of Adoption: One
Phase of the Development of the Mormon Concept of Salvation, 1830-1900," BYU
Studies 14 (Spring 1974): 291-314.
SPECIAL CITATIONS: to Kenneth W. Godfrey, for inspiring teaching of Mormon history,
for continued activity in research and publication, and for conscientious effective
service as secretary-treasurer of the association; to Kenneth E. Stobaugh, for interest
in the preservation of historical sites, for generous assistance at the time of the
association's Nauvoo meeting, and for broadminded friendliness to people of all faiths;
to Ralph Tate, Jr., for donating time and expertise to the preparation of legal papers
which obtained for the Mormon History Association a nonprofit corporate status; to
T. Edgar Lyon, for inspiring teaching of Mormon history, for continued activity in
research and publication, and for conscientious efforts to maintain integrity and historical accuracy in the projects of Nauvoo Restorations, Inc.; and to George S. Tanner,
for exemplifying the serious contributions an amateur historian can make to the
collecting of source materials and the writing of local and family history.
1976
BEST BOOK AWARDS: Dallin H. Oaks and Marvin S. Hill, Carthage Conspiracy: The
Trial of the Accused Assassins of Joseph Smith (Urbana: University of Illinois Press,
1975).
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Gene A. Sessions, ed. Mormon Democrat: The Religious and Political Memoirs of
James Henry Moyle (Salt Lake City: The James Moyle Genealogical and Historical
Association, 1975).
BEST ARTICLE BY A SENIOR AUTHOR: Davis Bitton, "Realization of Mormon History,"
Utah Historical Quarterly 43 (Winter 1975): 67-85, and "The Making of a Community:
Blackfoot, Idaho, 1878 to 1910," Idaho Yesterdays 19 (Spring 1975): 2-15.
BEST ARTICLE BY A JUNIOR AUTHOR: J. Christopher Conkling, "Members without a
Church: Japanese Mormons in Japan from 1924 to 1948," BYUStudies 15 (Winter 1975):
191-214.
SPECIAL CITATIONS: to the two First Presidencies of the RLDS and LDS Churches for
approving a microfilm document exchange; and to Juanita Brooks for her life of
dedication, scholarship, and the courage in which she has led the way in an honest
and professional approach to the study of the Mormon past.
1977
BEST BOOK AWARD: Leonard J. Arrington, Feramorz Y. Fox (deceased), and Dean L.
May, Building the City of God. Community and Cooperation among the Mormons
(Salt Lake City: Deseret Book, 1976).
BEST ARTICLE BY A SENIOR AUTHOR: Thomas Alexander, "Wilford Woodruff and
the Changing Nature of the Mormon Religious Experience," Church History 45 (March
1976): 1-14.
BEST ARTICLES BY A JUNIOR AUTHOR: Jill C. Mulvay, "The Liberal Shall Be Blessed:
Sarah M. Kimball," Utah Historical Quarterly 44 (Summer 1976): 205-21; "Three
Mormon Women in the Cultural Arts," Sunstone 1 (Spring 1976): 29-39; and "Eliza
R. Snow and the Woman Question," BYU Studies 16 (Winter 1976): 250-64.
SPECIAL CITATIONS: to Robert B. Flanders for pathbreaking scholarship dealing with
the history of Nauvoo, for continued interest in promoting responsible scholarship
in Mormon history, for active leadership in the Mormon History Association from its
inception, and for broad-gauged ecumenism; to the editor and authors of Mormon
Women for making a signal contribution in the neglected area of Mormon women's
studies, for exemplifying what interested, dedicated women can accomplish on their
own, for initiative in pushing their project to completion, publishing it, and distributing
it to an appreciative audience; to the First Presidency of the Reorganized Church of
Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints for their generosity and cooperation in allowing
sessions of the twelfth annual meeting of the MHA to be held in the Kirtland Temple;
to Duane Bunnel for extraordinary service in making travel arrangements which made
possible the holding of the twelfth annual meeting of the MHA in Kirtland, Ohio.
1978
BEST ARTICLES BY SENIOR AUTHORS: Marvin S. Hill, C. Keith Rooker, and Larry T.
Wimmer, "The Kirtland Economy Revisited: A Market Critique of Sectarian Economics,"
BYU Studies 17 (Summer 1977): entire issue.
Paul M. Edwards, "The Secular Smiths," Journal of Mormon History 4 (1977): 3 18.
BEST ARTICLE BY A JUNIOR AUTHOR: Jeffrey L. Swanson, "That Smokefilled Room:
AUtahn's Role in the 1920 GOP Convention," Utah Historical Quarterly 45 (Fall 1977):
369-80.
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OUTSTANDING BIBLIOGRAPHY AWARD: Davis Bitton, Guide to Mormon Diaries and
Autobiographies (Provo, Utah: BYU Press, 1977).
SPECIAL CITATION: To Edward L. Kimball and Andrew E. Kimball, Jr., for their biography, Spencer W. Kimball, Twelfth President of the Church of Jesus Christ of
Latter-day Saints (Salt Lake City: Bookcraft, 1977).
OUTSTANDING GRADUATE STUDENT: David J. Whittaker, Brigham Young University.
1979
BEST BOOK AWARD: Richard H. Jackson, ed., The Mormon Role in the Settlement of
the West (Provo, Utah: BYU Press, 1978).
BEST ARTICLES BY SENIOR AUTHORS: Lester E. Bush, "Brigham Young in Life and
Death: A Medical Overview," Journal of Mormon History 5 (1978): 79-104.
Eugene E. Campbell and Bruce L. Campbell, "Divorce among Mormon Polygamists:
Extent and Explanations," Utah Historical Quarterly 46 (Winter 1978): 4-23.
BEST ARTICLE BY A JUNIOR SCHOLAR: Danel W. Bachman, "New Light on an Old
Hypothesis: The Ohio Origins of the Revelation on Eternal Marriage," Journal of
Mormon History 5 (1978): 19-32.
OUTSTANDING BIBLIOGRAPHY AWARD: ChadJ. Flake, Mormon Bibliography, 18301930 (Salt Lake City: University of Utah Press, 1978).
OUTSTANDING GRADUATE STUDENT: Steven L. Olsen, candidate for Ph.D. at the
University of Chicago.
SPECIAL CITATIONS: to the late Gustive O. Larson for his service to the cause of
Mormon history, his scholarly publications in that field, and for his years of service
as a teacher and a friend to students; to the late Dr. T. Edgar Lyon for his service to
the Mormon History Association, for his scholarly contributions to the field of Mormon
history, and for his years of service as a teacher and a friend to students; to Brigham
Young University Press for its encouragement of the art of history through publishing
four fine works of Mormon history during 1978—Utah's History, The Mormon Role in
the Settlement of the West, Anti-Mormonism in Idaho, 1872-1982, and Sister Saints—
as well as for its continuing involvement in the publication of BYU Studies; to Graceland
College and its administration and staff for their generous and gracious offer to host
the fourteenth annual Mormon History Association meeting and for their outstanding
attention to our needs and comfort.
1980
BEST BOOK AWARD: Leonard J. Arrington and Davis Bitton, The Mormon Experience:
A History of the Latter-day Saints (New York: Knopf, 1979).
BEST ARTICLE BY A SENIOR AUTHOR: Newell G. Bringhurst, "Elijah Abel and the
Changing Status of Blacks within Mormonism," Dialogue 12 (Summer 1979): 22-36.
BEST ARTICLE BY A JUNIOR AUTHOR: Allen D. Roberts, "Where are the All-Seeing
Eyes? The Origin, Use, and Decline of Early Mormon Symbolism," Sunstone 4 (MayJune 1979): 22-37.
SPECIAL CITATIONS: to the Ensign for publication of historical articles, features, and
illustrations; to the LDS Historical Department for thirty-two task papers based on the
extensive documentary archives made available for scholarly research.
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1981
BEST BOOK (DOCUMENTARY) AWARD: Andrew Karl Larson and Katharine Miles
Larson, eds. Diary of Charles Lowell Walker, 2 vols. (Logan: Utah State University Press,
1980).
BEST ARTICLE BY A SENIOR AUTHOR: Thomas G. Alexander, "The Reconstruction
of Mormon Doctrine: From Joseph Smith to Progressive Theology," Sunstone 5 Qu\yAugust 1980): 2^33.
BEST ARTICLE BY A JUNIOR AUTHOR: Gary James Bergera, "The Orson Pratt-Brigham
Young Controversies: Conflict within the Quorums, 1853-1868," Dialogue 13 (Summer
1980): 7-49.
OUTSTANDING GRADUATE STUDENT: Michael Guy Bishop, Southern Illinois University.
SPECIAL CITATIONS: to Glen M. Leonard in recognition of his conscientious production and expert work as associate editor of the first seven volumes of the Journal of Mormon History; and to Maurice L. Draper and Clare D. Vlahos and twenty
contributors who produced an impressive collection of essays, many on Mormon
history, in Restoration Studies I, SesquicentennialEdition (Independence, Mo.: Herald
House, 1981).
1982
BEST BOOK AWARD: Lawrence Foster, Religion and Sexuality: Three American Communal Experiments of the Nineteenth Century (Oxford, England: Oxford University
Press, 1981).
Stanley B. Kimball, Heber C. Kimball. Mormon Patriarch and Pioneer (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1981).
T. EDGAR LYON AWARD FOR BEST ARTICLE: Linda King Newell, "A Gift Given, A Gift
Taken: Washing, Anointing, and Blessing the Sick among Mormon Women," Sunstone
6 (September-October 1981): 16-25.
DISTINCTION IN EDITING MORMON DOCUMENTS: Andrew Ehat and Lyndon Cook,
The Words of Joseph Smith (Provo: BYU Religious Studies Center, 1981).
1983
BEST BOOK AWARD: Juanita Brooks, Quicksand and Cactus (Salt Lake City: Howe
Brothers, 1982).
THE T. EDGAR LYON AWARD FOR BEST ARTICLE: Dean Jessee, "Return to Carthage:
Writing the History of Joseph Smith's Martyrdom," Journal of Mormon History 8
(1981): 3-19.
GRACE FORT ARRINGTON AWARD FOR HISTORICAL EXCELLENCE: to Ronald Walker
for superlative qualities of eight articles published in 1982.
WILLLIAM GROVES REESE AND WINNIFRED FOSTER REESE HISTORY AWARD: Edward
Leo Lyman for his dissertation, "The Mormon Quest for Utah Statehood," University
of California, Riverside.
SPECIAL CITATIONS: To the Chesterfield Foundation for the high quality of its productions, specifically its collection of essays and photo essays, Lavina Fielding Anderson,
ed., Chesterfield: Mormon Outpost in Idaho (Bancroft, Idaho: Chesterfield Foundation,
1982); and to Larry Porter for eight years of selfless service to the Mormon History
Association while serving as its secretary- treasurer.
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1983 (awarded in 1984)
BEST BOOK: D. Michael Quinn,/. Reuben Clark: The Church Years (Provo: Brigham
Young University Press, 1983).
T. EDGAR LYON AWARD FOR BEST ARTICLE: David John Buerger, '"The Fulness of
the Priesthood': The Second Anointing in Latter-day Saint Theology and Practice,"
Dialogue: A Journal of Mormon Thought 16 (Spring 1983): 10-46.
FRANCIS M. CHIPMAN AWARD TO OUTSTANDING YOUNG SCHOLAR: Kenneth L.
Cannon II for publication of '"Mountain Common Law': The Extralegal Punishment
of Seducers in Early Utah," Utah Historical Quarterly 51 (Fall 1983): 308-27 and "After
the Manifesto: Mormon Polygamy, 1890-1906," Sunstone 8 (January-April 1983): 2735.
SPECIAL CITATION: to Obert C. Tanner "for continuing support for the Tanner Lecture
Series at the annual meetings of the Mormon History Association"; to Lavina Fielding
Anderson "for capable, innovative editing of the Mormon History Association Newsletter"; to Richard Howard "for distinguished research, oustanding writing and for
courageously teaching Mormon history in summer camps, reunions, and other settings
to professional historians and laity alike."
SPECIAL AWARD FOR DOCUMENTARY PUBLISHING: to Scott G. Kenney "for publication of the Wilford Woodruff Journals."
GRACE FORT ARRINGTON AWARD FOR HISTORICAL EXCELLENCE: to Peggy Fletcher
and the Sunstone Foundation.
WILLIAM GROVER REESE AND WINNIFRED FOSTER REESE HISTORY AWARD to Valeen
Tippetts Avery for her dissertation on David Hyrum Smith (Ph.d., Northern Arizona
University).
1984
BEST BOOK (INTERPRETIVE): Linda King Newell and Valeen Tippetts Avery, Mormon
Enigma: Emma Hale Smith—Prophet's Wife, "Elect Lady" Polygamy's Foe (Garden
City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1984).
BEST BOOK (DOCUMENTARY): Dean C. Jessee, The Personal Writings of Joseph
Smith (Salt Lake City: Deseret Book, 1984).
T. EDGAR LYON AWARD FOR BEST ARTICLE: D. Michael Quinn, "From Sacred Grove
to Sacral Power Structure," Dialogue: A Journal of Mormon Thought 17 (Summer
1984): 9-34.
FRANCIS M. CHIPMAN AWARD TO OUTSTANDING YOUNG SCHOLAR: Clifford L. Stott,
Search for Sanctuary: Brigham Young and the White Mountain Expedition (Salt Lake
City: University of Utah Press, 1984).
SPECIAL CITATIONS: to the IDS Museum of Church History and Art, Salt Lake City,
for "exceptional grace in presenting the Mormon past"; to Jeffery 0. Johnson, "for
professionalism in the management of Mormon archives" while working for the LDS
Church Historical Department's Library-Archives, 1969-84.
GRACE FORT ARRINGTON AWARD FOR HISTORICAL EXCELLENCE: to Gordon Irving,
coordinator, James Moyle Oral History Program, LDS Church Historical Department
for his work with Mormon oral history since 1972.
WILLIAM GROVER REESE AND WINNIFRED FOSTER REESE HISTORY AWARD: To
Richard E. Bennett for his dissertation "Mormons at the Missouri: A History of the
Latter-day Saints at Winter Quarters and at Kanesville, 1846-52, A Study in American
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Overland Trail Migration," Wayne State University, 1984, forthcoming from University
of Oklahoma Press.
1985
BEST BOOK: Leonard J. Arrington, Brigham Young: American Moses (New York: Alfred
A. Knopf, 1985).
T. EDGAR LYON AWARD FOR BEST ARTICLE: D. Michael Quinn, "LDS Church Authority
and New Plural Marriages, 1890-1904," Dialogue: A Journal of Mormon Thought
18 (Spring 1985): 9-105.
FRANCIS M. CHIPMAN AWARD TO OUTSTANDING YOUNG SCHOLAR: Breck England,
The Life and Thought of Orson Pratt (Salt Lake City: University of Utah Press, 1985).
SPECIAL CITATIONS: to Melvin T. Smith for his outstanding service as director of the
Utah State Historical Society and as archivist for the Mormon History Association, and
for his many other contributions to Mormon history; to Florence Smith Jacobsen for
her warm and creative leadership of the Arts and Sites Division of the LDS Historical
Department and for her friendship to Mormon scholars; to Edith J. Romney for her
selfless labor in preparing over 70,000 typescript pages of archival material housed in
the LDS Historical Archives and for her friendship to Mormon scholars; to Eugene E.
Campbell (posthumously) for his service to Mormon history, his scholarly publications
in that field, and his friendship to the many who remember him as their teacher.
GRACE FORT ARRINGTON AWARD FOR HISTORICAL EXCELLENCE: Jan Shipps, professor of history and religion at Indiana University, Indianapolis, for her book Mormonism: The Story of a New Religious Tradition (Urbana: University of Illinois Press,
1985), and for important contributions to Journal of Mormon History, Dialogue:
A Journal of Mormon Thought, Sunstone, and other periodicals.
WILLIAM GROVER REESE AND WINNIFRED FOSTER REESE HISTORY AWARD: Carol
Cornwall Madsen for her dissertation "A Mormon Woman in Victorian America: Emmeline B. Wells" (University of Utah); and Rex Cooper for his dissertation, "The Promises
Made to the Fathers: A Diachronic Analysis of Mormon Covenant Organization with
Reference to Puritan Federal Theology (University of Chicago).
1986
BEST BOOK: Thomas G. Alexander, Mormonism in Transition: A History of the Latterday Saints, 1890-1930 (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1986).
T. EDGAR LYON AWARD FOR BEST ARTICLE: Grant Underwood, "Saved or Damned:
Tracing a Persistent Protestantism in Early Mormon Thought," BYUStudies 25 (Summer
1985): 85-103.
BEST DOCUMENTARY BOOK: John Phillip Walker, ed. Dale Morgan on Early Mormonism: Correspondence and a New History (Salt Lake City: Signature Books, 1986).
SPECIAL CITATIONS: to Dean L. May, "for editing the Journal of Mormon History
with unusual dedication and exemplary standards"; to Paul L. Anderson, "whose careful
on-site planning made possible the Association's successful Oxford convention"; to
John Horner, "in recognition of outstanding historical drama, The KirtlandRehearsal";
to Jessie L. Embry, "for tireless diligence in serving the Association as its executive
secretary"; Dialogue: A Journal of Mormon Thought, "in recognition of its twentieth anniversary, for its many contributions to Mormon history"; J. LeRoy Kimball,
"pioneer, visionary, entrepreneur: Mr. 'Nauvoo Restoration.'"
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GRACE FORT ARRINGTON AWARD FOR EXCELLENCE IN MORMON HISTORY: David
J. Whittaker
WILLIAM GROVER REESE AND WINNIFRED FOSTER REESE HISTORY AWARD FOR
BEST PH.D. DISSERTATION: Bruce A. Van Orden, "George Reynolds: Secretary, Sacrificial Lamb, Seventy" FOR BEST MASTER'S THESIS: Marjorie Newton, "Southern
Cross Saints: The Mormon Church in Australia."
1987
BEST BOOK: D. Michael Quinn, Early Mormonism and the Magic World View (Salt
Lake City: Signature Books, 1987).
FRANCIS M. CHIPMAN AND EMILY CHIPMAN AWARD FOR BEST FIRST BOOK: Richard
E. Bennett, Mormons at the Missouri, 1846- 1852, "And Should We Die" -(Norman:
University of Oklahoma Press, 1987).
T. EDGAR LYON AWARD FOR BEST ARTICLE: Richard S. Van Wagoner, Steven C.
Walker, and Allen D. Roberts, "The lectures on Faith': A Case Study in Decanonization,"
Dialogue: A Journal of Mormon Thought 20 (Fall 1987): 71-78.
SPECIAL CITATIONS: to Richard Jensen, for his work in organizing and directing the
Brigham Young University British Isles and European Oral History Project in 1987; to
F. Henry Edwards for his lifetime contributions to the study of Restoration history.
GRACE FORT ARRINGTON AWARD FOR HISTORICAL EXCELLENCE: S. George Ellsworth.
1988
BEST BOOK: Levi S. Peterson, Juanita Brooks: Mormon Woman Historian (Salt
Lake City: University of Utah Press, 1988).
FRANCIS M. CHIPMAN AND EMILY S. CHIPMAN BEST FIRST BOOK AWARD: Larry M.
Logue, A Sermon in the Desert: Belief and Behavior in Early St. George, Utah (Urbana:
University of Illinois Press, 1988).
STEVEN F. CHRISTENSEN BEST DOCUMENTARY AWARD: Frederick Stewart Buchanan,
A Good Time Coming: Mormon Letters to Scotland (Salt Lake City: University of Utah
Press, 1988).
T. EDGAR LYON BEST ARTICLE AWARDS:
Biography: Ronald W. Walker, "Heber J. Grant's European Mission, 1903-1906,"
Journal of Mormon History 14 (1988): 17-34.
Historical theology: E. Gary Smith, "The Office of Presiding Patriarch: The Primacy
Problem," Journal of Mormon History 14 (1988): 35-48.
Nineteenth-century Church history: Frederick S. Buchanan, "The Ebb and Flow of
Mormonism in Scotland, 1849-1900," BYU Studies 27 (Spring 1987): 27-46.
Twentieth-century Church history: Kahlile Mehr, "The Trial of the French Mission,"
Dialogue: A Journal of Mormon Thought 21(Autumn 1988): 27-46.
EDITORS' AWARD, THE JOURNAL OF MORMON HISTORY: Paul H. Peterson, "The
Mormon Reformation: The Rhetoric and the Reality," Journal of Mormon History
15 (1988): 59-87.
SPECIAL CITATIONS: to David Hewett and the Maine Antique Digest for reporting on
Mark Hofmann to a national audience; to Kenneth E. Stobaugh for a lifetime of
dedication in preserving and interpreting the physical history of Nauvoo at the Joseph
Smith Center.
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GRACE FORT ARRINGTON AWARD FOR HISTORICAL EXCELLENCE: Richard Howard
for his research, writing, and teaching on the Restoration.
WILLIAM GROVER REESE AND WINNIFRED FOSTER REESE HISTORY AWARD FOR
BEST THESIS OR DISSERTATION: Philip L. Barlow, "The Bible in Mormonism," dissertation in theology from Harvard Divinity School, forthcoming from Oxford University Press.
1989
BEST BOOK: Marvin S. Hill, Quest for Refuge: The Mormon Flight from American
Pluralism (Salt Lake City: Signature Books, 1989).
FRANCIS M. CHIPMAN AND EMILY S. CHIPMAN BEST FIRST BOOK AWARD: Michael
Hicks, Mormonism and Music: A History (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1989).
STEVEN F. CHRISTENSEN BEST DOCUMENTARY AWARD: Dean C. Jessee, The Papers
of Joseph Smith, Vol. 1 (Salt Lake City: Deseret Book, 1989).
T. EDGAR LYON BEST ARTICLE AWARDS:
Historical theology: Grant Underwood, "The New England Origins of Mormonism
Revisited," Journal of Mormon History 15 (1989): 15-25.
Interdisciplinary: Stan Albrecht, "The Consequential Dimension of Mormon Religiosity," BW Studies 29 (Spring 1989): 57-108.
Nineteenth-century Church history: Edward Leo Lyman, "The Rise and Decline of
Mormon San Bernardino," BYU Studies 29 (Fall 1989): 43-63.
Twentieth-century Church history: Henry Warner Bowden, "From the Age of Science
to an Age of Uncertainty: History and Mormon Studies in the Twentieth Century,"
Journal of Mormon History 15 (1989): 105-20.
Women's Studies (sponsored and funded by the BYU Women's Research Institute):
Sherilyn Cox Bennion, "The Salt Lake Sanitarian: Medical Advisor to the Saints," Utah
Historical Quarterly 57 (Winter 1989): 125-37.
EDITORS' AWARD, THE JOURNAL OF MORMON HISTORY: Glen M. Leonard, "Remembering Nauvoo: Historiographical Considerations 16 (1898): 25-39.
SPECIAL CITATION: to Susan L. Fales for going the extra mile the past three years as
executive secretary of MHA.
GRACE FORT ARRINGTON AWARD FOR HISTORICAL EXCELLENCE: Thomas G. Alexander.
WILLIAM GROVER REESE AND WINNIFRED FOSTER REESE HISTORY AWARD FOR
BEST THESIS OR DISSERTATION: Grant Underwood, "The Millenarian World of Early
Mormonism," Ph.D., University of California, Los Angeles, 1988.

TWENTY-FIFTH YEAR REFLECTIONS

A COMMUNITY OF HEART
Paul M. Edwards

BORN INTO THE RLDS MOVEMENT,

I was suckled on "stories" of the restoration
process and have never been properly weaned. At that time I saw the stories
more as traditions than as explanations; now, I see them serving as alternatives
to theology. During my own evolutionary journey, as I have sorted through
philosophical bins ranging from idealism to existentialism in search of a
workable reality and have rummaged about in approaches to history ranging
from Wilhelm Dilthy to Geoffrey Seed in search of a meaningful history,
Mormon history has played a significant role. For it has hovered like a Scottish
haar (mist) about efforts to explain my coming into being.
My own appreciation for Mormon history has grown in complexity as
it moved from the myths of my childhood and the selective truths of my
adolescence to the generic truth emerging from the new Mormon history
and, finally, to the bifurcation of independent historical reality which represents my current confusion.
My first awareness of Mormon history—even now it sounds oxymoronic—parallels my early professional associations with Alma Blair and Robert
Bruce Flanders. Both of these men were early colleagues at Graceland College.
Both are warm and sensitive historians whose professing—true to the real
meaning of the word—engaged them in the great passions provoked by their
own studies. Each man has made his own kind of significant contribution to
the study of Mormon history. Both represented a view of history and the
Church within that view that formed a narrative from the myths I had grown
to distrust. Both were supportive, though neither was ever at ease with my
peculiar approach.
I wedded myself to Mormon history only after prolonged flirtations with
papal history, transatlantic military history, and Scottish cattle companies in
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Wyoming. Even after I embraced Mormon history with promises of fidelity,
I have been unfaithful, easily attracted to the appeasement of Korean military
history and the mystery of the Asiatic fleet and its wonderful four-stack destroyers, and returning to an intermittent but life-long love for poetry.
Through all this, the Mormon History Association and I have aged together, my participation paralleling its birth and expansion. The few meetings
I have missed were the result of economic instability rather than conflicting
loves. And I have found there, as have so many, an exciting challenge and
gentle comradeship.
I believe the best word to describe the relationship is symbiosis. At
least it was until the recent Oxford Dictionary started suggesting the word
meant mutual support. The word explained my relationship better when it
combined helotism and parasitism. Either way such symbiosis is not an
essential characteristic of the Mormon History Association but rather is the
outcome of the dynamics of the various relationships made possible there.
Certainly the relationship has been intimate and mutually supportive; the
question is: Has it been "mutually" beneficial? I often feel like an emotional
vampire, coming to conferences to dig my Draculaian fangs into the professional life-blood of an otherwise healthy association.
The feeling comes from my unorthodox response to the concept of
history. You see, I've always had a hard time with reality. Not that I have
more difficulty than most with the harsh circumstance we all call realities. I
accept without excessive grief certain facts: I will never pick a winning lottery
ticket, I am losing my hair, I'll never write like Anne Dillard. I mean, I have
some difficulty knowing what reality is (which is not, dear reader, to be
confused with knowing what is reality).
Thus, if any subject has held my interest through nearly forty-five years
of avid and eclectic reading, it has been the "real" meaning of the phrase
"no time." The concept of nothing is so necessary to any understanding of
the real that it becomes strangely paradoxical when related to the concept
of time. For if time has any reality at all, it must lie in its duration. History
is that unique human endeavor by which we combine the concept event (the
counterfactual to nothing) and duration (the essence of time). It is, therefore,
the measurement of reality for the ages which seek to record it.
For me the meaning of history has more to do with the meaning of
history than it has to do with the meaning of some narration of past events.
In effect, I find that written history tells the reader more about the age in
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which it was written than it does about the age it was written about. Thus, I
confess, I fear I have not made the contribution I had wanted to make, drawing
from rather than giving to the field of Mormon history. I'm not even a "real"
historian! My interests are too eclectic, my soul too impatient, my meditations
too existential, my expectations too personal to be the kind of historian I
thought I would be: a narrator of the past. I'll never equal the deep understanding of subject reflected in Tom Alexander's work, nor match the analytical
wit of the Davis Bitton commentaries, nor rival the prolific production of
Roger Launius, nor parallel Doug Alder's brilliant obscurations, nor drip
sarcasm like William Dean Russell, nor import illuminations from cousin
traditions like Jan Shipps. What is worse, my limited historical production is
primarily commentary.
I am enamored with the significance of time and memory. Feeling such
memory not only connects us with the source of our own expectation but
releases us from the limitations of the immediate, taking us beyond the
miserable details of everyday life. I keep seeing history as a means to speak
today about people today, to identify the feelings and values of our contemporary moment. Thus it is written—when it is written at all—as we would
tell a friend why we are sad, or excited, or wondering, or why the normalcy
of our lives pulls us to such ill-conceived action. The perennially raised
questions of objectivity and subjectivity, of faithfulness and unfaithfulness are
not about history at all but about historians; thus, they are not about the past
but about the present.
The historical effort of the new Mormon history has made an impact
on the Reorganized Latter Day Saint Church and, I suspect, on the LDS Church
as well. The disappointment is that the Church has failed to realize to what
degree the study and writing of this "new" history reflects the age in which
we are writing. For there seems little evidence that the institution has responded to the meaning behind this new search for truth. The desperation
of the search reflects the fading power of the current message (or at least the
current methods of conveying the message) to grasp the hearts and minds
of those for whom the Church has always been the community of heart.
The organizational church is at best a grimy and plodding thing because
it is composed of human beings. Rather than reflecting its mystical parentage,
it often displays the darker side of human nature. And it seems to do so at
those very points where we would wish the best of humanity to shine brightly.
But it continues to be meaningful — perhaps because it serves to explain those
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generations of persons who seek the same values we have embraced, or
perhaps because, in its grime and confusion, the idea it proclaims continues
to accumulate wonderful people. Perhaps because it explains the presence
of persons who, under the most difficult circumstances, manage to love. And
because these people —and many others harder to identify—live daily lives
of meaning and significance, spurred on by values that still sing above the
monotonous drone of the Church doing business.
The tendency at first was to ignore history. Then, in response to the
historical movement of the last thirty years, the Church has been more willing
to acknowledge its past. The failure—and I see it as a failure —is that the
Church has not yet come to realize that the surge for historical understanding
was not simply historians with nothing else to do but vast numbers of intelligent and committed men and women who sought to rekindle old faiths
or, lacking that, to discover new ones.
While serving in the Korean Conflict I was very near the situation: I could
see a lot of things "up close and personal." But I had no idea where I was
or what was going on. Since then, I have developed an almost fanatical interest
in knowing about the war—the who, and why, and where, and with whom
of it all. For the past forty years, I have lived with the impact of that war upon
me personally. But because of whom I have become, because of new expectations about my own responses to life, because of my loss of faith in the
human condition, I have desperately sought explanations —maybe even justifications—to explain what had happened, to explain behavior routed and
programmed by events beyond my ability to understand at the time, and to
explain why now, after so many years, I had to understand. I have something
of the same experience with Mormon history. I've been in it, around it, even
made a little history once a long time ago, but I have never really known
very much about it. Now, I want to know what its influence has been. I want
to know how all we "historians" ended up the way we did. I want the Church
to know how desperately I —and my peers —feel about today.
Looking back over a quarter of a century, I am inclined to believe that
the new Mormon history was an idea whose time had come. It corresponds
with the larger historical emergence taking place in concert with the preprotest generation of the 1950s and 1960s. It was also a new subject for those
for whom the nuts and bolts of history seemed to have been sorted and
resorted far too many times. The ripe, juicy fruit of Mormon history was too
rich a plum not to pluck.
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But more than that, the new Mormon history was ignited by new needs
to know; it caught fire during a period of acceptance, of unrest needing
answers; it burned brightly during a temporary period of security when there
was less fear of answers; and fanned by the paradoxical needs of fundamentalists seeking enemies, it smoldered on, spitting flames on occasion. It was,
and is, tended by highly competent and imaginative persons who use their
tools and insights to look more closely at a long and complex story never
really told before.
In those early days we experienced something of a Webb phenomenon.
Walter Prescott Webb was convinced that the reason he wrote such excellent
western history was that he had never taken a western history course. He
surmised that this had freed him from the restrictive dogmas of previous
inquiry. Because we were Mormons studying our history, rather than historians of Mormonism, there was a freshness to our search. Professional
historian, amateur historian, and recently interested antiquarians all discovered, in common, that we started afresh, protected from the dogmas of our
inquiry—but not, unfortunately, from the dogmas of our convictions.
The new Mormon history, which seemed so new to us and to which
we gave our allegiance, will — if the chronological clock is still ticking with
any sort of normalcy—soon be the subject of major doubts and criticism. We
can see the beginnings already from members of our own community. Certainly the first flush of passionate inquiry has been replaced, as it was bound
to be, with the emergence of a new breed of harder-working, better-prepared
historians. Perhaps they will produce the vast number of incidental monographs and narrative histories that are still so lacking.
Because it was all so new, so fresh, and so important, many of us —
surely more than just me—were too quick to analyze and to generalize. Now
those kind, wonderful, and attentive students before whom we cast our pearls
will, as one should expect from students, rise up and challenge our most
cherished theories. We have reached that point on the historical cycle where
we are ripe for revisionism.
My guess is they will point out that much of what we have done is not
history but rather what Jacques Barzun calls "retrospective sociology." We
have had a tendency to disregard chronological and narrative continuity in
favor of generalized social assumptions —assumptions about persons, and
communities, and the subjects of their thought and consideration. This approach, which we have adopted, is the legitimate offspring of a larger social
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disinterest in plot or narrative, of a determined popular preference for fiction
and documentary/drama designed to provide strange details and psychobiographical insights, and to uncover "universals."
I can only assume that our revisionists will reflect the growing skepticism
about historical truth that must naturally follow twenty-five years of television
reporting. This age of revisionists will show that our history broke with the
nineteenth-century tradition that history was read for pleasure and liberalization and that for us history became the medium of a revolution sparked
by a determination to tell a more "meaningful" truth. They will be critical,
not so much that we did not seek "objective" truth, but that our search was
so narrow, our inquiry so passionate, our generalizations so focused. Of
course, they will be right about some of this. But like revisionists, they will
fail to recognize that the high ground from which they announce how well
they see is but the funeral mound of our intent.
Mormon history has, under the guise of the new history, become respectable—more so even than Mormonism —and thus it is of less interest to
the revolutionary mind. It has less to say now to us than it did ten or twenty
years ago. The Church, despite its efforts to discredit the new historical
understandings, now reflects them in ways it does not even comprehend.
Along the way, the primary generation has lost the fever of historical conversion. Soon the excitement of the discipline will replace the excitement
of the discovery.
History is never really written from narratives but rather from documents
or from narratives that have somehow been reduced to documents. Thus, it
seems that the story of the Church (which passed for Mormon history for a
season) sprang from life stories which were made into documents. It would
then be true that the "new" Mormon history emerged from the documents
reflecting those stories. And the "much newer" Mormon history—or whatever
they will choose to call it—will not be as new as they believe, but rather will
be a history of the documents produced by the new history. It was no less
a person than Benedetto Croce (1866-1952) who informed us that only an
interest in the life of the present can move one to investigate the past.
My involvement in Mormon history has been the laboratory of my
personal discoveries: discoveries about time, and place, and sacredness of
narration as well as discoveries about myself. The value of history, as I never
tire of saying, is found in the fact that it is a liberal art, that it is read and
studied because of the significance it has for the one participating in the
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effort. It was with you—and manifest in the historical activity—that I discovered thought and reason are of little consequence if they do not support our
human process.
I have found among the participants individuals of kindness, intelligence,
imagination, courage, and good humor, as well as that one person in seven
that statistics promise us will be mean-spirited, disruptive, and sometimes
cruel. Among these good folks, I have discovered honest inquiry, sensitive
explanation, driving research, and cautious scholarship. From these I have
drawn heavily. All this is true; still, the older I get, the more significant it
becomes to feel at home in a beloved place. It is not so much a refuge from
dreams or fears, not loneliness seeking attachments from symbols, but the
seeking of a heart within the community. My experience has been that the
association enlightens and amuses me, it frustrates and angers me, it provides
me moments in which I ponder the nature of my world, my creation, my
being. It continues to force me to think when I am too lazy to think, it listens
to my response even when not worthy of much listening, and it accepts me
to do history as I think it surely must be done.
Somewhere within all this is the hint of reality and the heart of community.

TWENTY-FIFTH YEAR REFLECTIONS

IN PRAISE OF AMATEURS
Leonard J. Arlington

to the Journal's request to reflect on the quartercentury of the Mormon History Association's life. When I was twenty-five
years old, the United States was engaged in World War II. I had volunteered
for the Marine Corps but was turned down because I was too short, so I
began working for a war agency, the North Carolina Office of Price Administration. Before the year was out, I was drafted into the army and was on
my way to North Africa. I spent my twenty-sixth, twenty-seventh, and twentyeighth years in North Africa and Italy; and I wish the association better fortune
in its own twenty-fifth and twenty-sixth years.
On this anniversary year, I particularly want to celebrate an aspect of
the Mormon History Association that may seem a little odd for a professional
group: its Mormon history amateurs.
I have long enjoyed a statement by G. K. Chesterton, clipped from a
magazine and with the source unfortunately lost for years. He had just served
on a jury, and it prompted this sober reflection:
Our civilization has decided, and very justly decided, that determining the
guilt of innocence of men is a thing too important to be trusted to trained
men. When it wishes for light upon that awful matter, it asks men who
know no more law than I know, but who can feel the things that I felt in
that jury box. When it wants a library catalogued, or the solar system
discovered or any trifle of that kind, it uses up its specialists. But when it
wishes anything done which is really serious, it collects twelve of the
ordinary men standing round. The same thing was done, if I remember
right, by the Founder of Christianity.
IT'S AN HONOR TO RESPOND

Mormon history, by that measurement, was one of the truly serious
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intellectual and even moral activities that we engaged in. Few of us in the
founding group were professionals in Mormon studies. I wasn't even a historian, but found my way into Mormon history through economics and rural
sociology, Others came in by way of French history, early Christian history,
applied sociology, psychiatry, educational administration, colonial history,
philosophy, poetry, home economics, library science, ichthyology, picaresque
literature, and specialties in Western American, Canadian, European, African,
and Asian history. Still others were readers and "buffs," who sometimes knew
more about certain topics than the "experts."
Consider some of the important and lasting contributions made to
Mormon history before the organization of MHA:
Ephraim E. Ericksen, economist and philosopher, author of The Psychological and Ethical Aspects of Mormon Group Life.
Lowry Nelson, rural sociologist, The Mormon Village.
Milton R. Merrill, political scientist, Reed Smoot: Apostle in Politics.
Thomas F. O'Dea, sociologist, The Mormons.
William Mulder, professor of literature, Homeward to Ziom The Mormon
Migration from Scandinavia.
Sterling McMurrin, philosopher, Theological Foundations of Mormonism
Donald B. Meinig, geographer, The Mormon Culture Region
Each of these distinguished works was by a scholar who conducted his
professional life outside the discipline of history. My own move into Mormon
history was encouraged and helped by social scientists, poets, essayists, and
playwrights. If the University of Idaho had been in the business of training
farmers in its agricultural program rather than agricultural scientists who
would work for the government or for large agribusiness corporations, I may
have returned happily to my Rhode Island Red chickens and never encountered Brigham Young except as a dignified myth. But it wasn't, so I switched
to economics.
Because a fellowship to the University of North Carolina was available
for Ph.D. work, I was exposed to the cultural renaissance of the South in
1939, then led by professors in Chapel Hill and Vanderbilt. In literature, John
Crowe Ransom, Allen Tate, and Robert Penn Warren were not only creating
the New Criticism but reasserting the power of the Old South and celebrating
the strength of regional literature. I had never thought of a region having
culture, and it turned my attention toward Idaho in a new way.
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An even more important focus was provided by "Proff" Frederick H.
Koch, who had been patiently laboring at Chapel Hill since 1918. He had
founded the Carolina Theater and Carolina Playmakers, emphasizing Southern plays and drama. Members of the Playmakers wrote and acted folk plays,
also a novelty when "real" drama was supposed to occur only on (or off!)
Broadway. "The stories and characters," Koch emphasized, "are drawn by
the writers from their own tradition and their observation of the lives of
their own people
North Carolina is rich in legends and in historical
1
incidents."
One of these writers with whom I became acquainted was Paul Green,
a farm boy from Lillington, North Carolina, who worked his way through the
university, found his talent, and began to write plays that won critical acclaim
in New York City and elsewhere. Particularly memorable were his one-act
plays about Negroes, as they were called in those days. His plays included
Hymn to the Rising Sun, Lonesome Road, In Abraham's Bosom (which won
the Pulitzer Prize), Roll, Sweet Chariot, The Lost Colony, and Native Son. All
of these were produced or published while I was at Chapel Hill.
Another writer who discovered his talent at Carolina was Thomas Wolfe,
whose Look Homeward, Angel was on the shelves of the Carolina bookshop.
His second important book, The Web and the Rock, appeared the fall I arrived,
and You Can't Go Home Again came out the next year.
Howard W. Odum, born and reared on a farm in Georgia, had been at
Chapel Hill since 1920 where he established the Department of Sociology
and directed the School of Social Work and Institute of Research in the Social
Sciences. He focused on folk and regional sociology, founded the Journal
of Social Forces in 1922, and drew on Rockefeller funds to conduct an
exhaustive research and analysis of the South that culminated in the publication of the monumental Southern Regions of the United States in 1936. He
had studied the Negro, cotton mill worker, tenant, sharecropper—psychology
as well as sociology—the cotton industry in general, and had called attention
to the massive wasted human and natural resources of the region. His colleagues, Rupert B. Vance and Samuel H. Hobbs, also concentrated on regional
economics and sociology.
With all these exciting things going on, graduate work in economics
1

Alex Mathews Arnett and Walter Clinton Jackson, The Story of North Carolina (Chapel Hill:
University of North Carolina Press, 1942), 459.
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involved far more than the usual study of Adam Smith, Alfred Marshall, and
John Maynard Keynes—far more than the study of classical, neo-classical, and
Keynesian economics. Regional studies and the human factors in economic
life were exciting components. The emphasis on regionalism was not on the
South as much as it was on how to use Southern studies to illustrate how
one might study any region. It was not by coincidence that I was the first
person from the West who had been awarded the Kenan Fellowship in
Economics: It was their intention to train me to study the economics of the
West as they were training Southerners to study the economics of the South.
And the emphasis on the study of people, particularly rural people, represented an exhilarating movement away from the classical economics and
sociology that had focused on the theoretical framework of the two disciplines
to a concern with what was happening with people.
My own ancestors, on both sides, had been small (non-slaveholding)
southern farmers. In a real way, my academic tools were equipping me to
uncover my roots. I still have a student paper I wrote on the Southern
Agrarians's 1936 manifesto, /'// Take My Stand. This intellectual defense of
the Old South included literary figures, historians, journalists, and an economist or two. They had been influenced by the theology of Thomas Aquinas
and the philosophy of Spinoza and Hobbes. They liked the poetry of John
Donne, the art criticism of John Ruskin, and the neo-Catholicism of Hilaire
Belloc, G. K. Chesterton, and T. S. Eliot. They were repelled by the industrialism, commercialism, and scientism of the modern world and saw in the
revival of traditional values and religious faith some hope for preserving
their region. They were particularly interested in the small landholding
farmer—the yeoman. The connections with my distant past and the connection with my immediate family—Idaho farmers near the Mormon culture
area— were immediate and vivid. I was enormously interested in the topic.
I also believed in agriculture, in rural values, in religion. My family farm, my
Mormon heritage, and my training in economics all converged. I began to
nurture the dream that I could someday do something to preserve the values
of the West that I loved.
And then I discovered the interests of sociologists in Mormon culture.
In the spring of 1941,1 encountered the description of the Mormon village
in T. Lynn Smith's Sociology of Rural Life and Lowry Nelson's studies that
were later combined and published as The Mormon Village. I was excited,
fascinated. It was not a large literature, but I was thrilled to discover it.
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After World War II, which gave me an unforgettable year or more of
becoming acquainted with Italy's rural villages and villagers as an American
coordinator with the Italian Central Institute of Statistics and Office of Price
Control (all as a private first class!), I eagerly accepted an appointment at
Utah State University and Grace and I moved to Logan. I plunged into research
and teaching on the economics of the Mountain West. I worked at archives
in Utah, Idaho, Nevada, Wyoming, and Arizona; within four years, I was
publishing on aspects of the economics, sociology, and history of the Mountain
West in such periodicals as the Journal of Economic History, Economic
History Review, Western Economics Journal, Rural Sociology, and Agricultural History.
During the 1950s, economics began a love affair with econometrics,
mathematical economics, and advanced statistics. Articles on the qualitative
aspects of economics, the approach in which I had been trained, became
less welcome. But I was still fascinated by the history of economic thought,
economic history, economic development, economic policy, agricultural economics, and rural sociology. I was delighted when historical societies and
journals eagerly published my papers and gave me sessions in their conferences. I was deeply involved in the Western History Association, Agricultural
History Society, Organization of American Historians, and Pacific Coast Branch
of the American Historical Association.
I look back on those shaping days at the University of North Carolina
with gratitude. My advisors had urged me to become a participant, a catalyst,
in the renewal of the rural culture of the West and my people—farmers,
Mormons, Westerners. My intensive study of Mormon diaries, letters, minutes,
sermons, and newspapers convinced me that we had a marvelous heritage—
one of cooperation, of earth stewardship, of the worth of education, of lifeaffirming religious values, of the worth of women, and of the necessity of
social investment and community-mindedness. I wanted to present this heritage in a way that would enhance intellectual respect for Mormonism and
its culture. My first effort was Great Basin Kingdom, a book that President
Harold B. Lee later told me had the blessing of the Lord.
When I was called as Church Historian in 1972, my first concern was
to assemble a team, a team with the finest professional credentials that could
be found. Nowadays, such a task would be relatively easy. I would look among
the outstanding students and graduate students emerging from BYU's History
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Department, among the specialists in Church history on the staffs of institutes
and seminaries, and among the graduates of other universities.
Fortunately, there already existed nuclei of interest in Mormon history.
Ever since the end of World War II, Latter-day Saint (and other) scholars had
congregated at the IDS Church Archives and at professional associations to
discuss the latest findings and interpretations of Mormon history. I knew
nearly all of these serious historians, and I was fortunate to find several firstrate scholars who were able to work full-time or half-time with the Church
Historical Department. James B. Allen, who had had years of experience in
the Church's education system and a degree from University of Southern
California, agreed to combine his professorship at Brigham Young University
with service as assistant Church historian. Davis Bitton, who had received his
Ph.D. at Princeton and taught at the University of Texas, University of California
at Santa Barbara, and the University of Utah, agreed to combine his University
of Utah professorship with service as the second assistant Church historian.
We then chose as research historians and writers persons of unquestioned
potential: Dean May from Brown University, Dean Jessee from the LDS Church
Archives, Ronald W. Walker from Stanford and the University of Utah, Glen
Leonard from the Utah State Historical Society, Richard Jensen from Ohio
State University, Maureen Ursenbach Beecher from the Western Humanities
Review, Carol Cornwall Madsen from the University of Utah, Gordon Irving,
who hadn't then quite earned a B.A. but who became a brilliant scholar,
Ronald K. Esplin from the University of Virginia and BYU, Bruce Blumell of
the University of Washington, Gene Sessions of Florida State University, Jill
Mulvay Derr of Boston and Harvard, Bill Hartley from Washington State
University, and others who worked for brief periods on fellowships.
Not all of these were credentialed historians, but several went on to
obtain their Ph.D.s in history and other fields while they were working for
us. All have become prize-winning and distinguished historians by virtue of
their talents, their faith, and their industry. Whatever their "amateur" status
at the time the Mormon History Association was organized in 1965, all have
succeeded in establishing themselves not only in Mormon history but in
other fields as well.
It has been a great joy to me to see an initial interest in Mormon history
spark interest in related fields. I revel in the number of Mormon professional
societies —for literary people, sociologists, psychologists and psychoanalysts,
archaeologists, and others of which I am perhaps unaware. I have had the
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immense privilege of living through the cultural renaissance in Mormon
country that I saw taking place in the American South in the 1930s and 1940s.
And it would not have happened without people who were led by their loves,
rather than by narrowly professional or strictly financial considerations.
I want to make two concluding statements about amateurism. The first
is that the strengths of the amateur are also his or her weaknesses. It is no
negligible gift to any field of endeavor that the person who engages in it
does so out of love, even passion, for a subject. It is these veins of passion
running through and around our annual presentations that create their vibrancy and interest. The topics we are engaged in matter deeply—and not
only to us but to a wider circle.
But the weakness of the amateur can be that passion can replace professionalism. A family story without visible means of support that becomes the
chief cornerstone of a family biography fatally mars it by an unwillingness
to face the fact that the evidence does not support—in fact, may deny—a
cherished myth. Someone may begin with an opinion, then "rustle up"
evidence to support it without looking soberly and appraisingly at all of the
evidence. Lord Acton once remarked, "It requires an impartial man to make
a good historian; but it is the partial and one-sided who hunt out the materials."1
Sometimes, more regrettable yet because it is so preventable, an amateur
curtails his or her research simply because he or she doesn't know where
else to look. I'm happy to say that most historians doing Mormon research
have been endlessly generous about suggesting such sources to earnest
amateurs who, in turn, have become mentors to still others. I think of Maureen
Ursenbach Beecher, whose willingness to share, train, co-author, edit, and
just plain swap stories, has provided invaluable informal training for such
productive professionals and semi-professionals as Jill Mulvay Derr, Carol
Cornwall Madsen, Susan Staker, and Lavina Fielding Anderson.
My second observation is about the "amateurs" themselves. Many people
have dipped a toe in the waters, then withdrawn, finding it deeper than they
liked or afraid of what they imagined in its depths. But the "amateurs" whom
I have named and whom I respect are those who have moved on to become
more than amateurs, with or without academic affiliations. They, in turn, have
mentored a whole new generation of Mormon historians. And with their
!
W. H. Auden and Louis Komenberger, The Viking Book of Aphorisms: A Personal Selection
(New York: Dorset Press, 1962), 238.
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knowledge, they have bequeathed their passion for understanding and interpreting the past in ways that enrich the present and bestow promise upon
the future. For these reasons, I look forward to the next quarter century of
Mormon history with keenest anticipation.

PRESIDENTIAL ADDRESS

"FEME COVERT":
JOURNEY OF A METAPHOR
Carol Cornwall Madsen1

IN SEARCHING FOR A MODEL for this presidential address, I found that there was
no universal formula for determining the topic, the style, or even the length
of the paper. This license was both welcome and daunting as I struggled to
select a subject I felt was appropriate for me and useful to you. I eventually
turned to the words of my historical mentor, Emmeline B. Wells, who has
sat at my elbow since I commenced my historical study. "History has told us
very little about women," she wrote a hundred years ago in the Woman's
Exponent,1 and in twenty-five years of the Mormon History Association, no
presidential talk has addressed the topic of women's history. Since historians
have finally come to acknowledge women's lives as part of the human experience worth recording, it is also perhaps time to recognize them in this
forum. In my studies of women, particularly nineteenth-century Mormon
women who have been my historical focus, I have tried to adhere to the plea
of Elizabeth Barrett Browning in her long feminist poem, "Aurora Leigh":
"Deal with us nobly, women though we be. And honor us with truth if not
with praise."3 Fortunately, I have found in my studies that the two qualities
are often congruent.
My title comes from Sir William Blackstone, the eighteenth-century
1

Carol Cornwall Madsen is an associate professor of history and research historian with the
Joseph Fielding Smith Institute for Church History at Brigham Young University. This paper was
her presidential address at the Mormon History Association annual meeting, Laie, Hawaii, June
1990.
2
"Self-Made Women," Woman's Exponent 9 (1 March 1881): 148.
3
As cited in Ellen Moers, Literary Women, The Great Writers (New York: Oxford University
Press, 1985 ed), xv.

44

Journal of Mormon History

Carol Cornwall Madsen

CAROL CORNWALL MADSEN/'TEME COVERT": JOURNEY OF A METAPHOR

45

British codifier of the common law, which became the basis of American
jurisprudence. The French words, spelled in my title as Blackstone spelled
them, literally mean a sheltered, covered, or hidden woman. Blackstone
canonized them in the law to define the status of a woman whose legal
identity, upon marriage, was subsumed in that of her husband. In practical
terms this state of "coverture," as her condition was known, meant that all
her property, including real estate, personal effects, earnings, and even the
custody of her children, came under the control of her husband and could
not be used nor conveyed without his permission. He was her legal and
public representative. This legal status graphically characterized the social as
well as marital relationship of the sexes in the past.1 The legal history of
women since that time has been the story of a long struggle to overcome
the notion of feme covert with its inherent legal, economic, and personal
limitations and to redefine the relationship of men and women both within
and outside the family. Just as women in time successfully came out of the
strictures of legal coverture, so have they finally come out of the invisibility
of historical coverture. Until recently, well-hidden between the lines of written
history, women are now the focus of intense and spirited historical research,
their historical relevance finally recognized. As one of my graduate students
quite eloquently wrote, "The course of history has been as much the result
of the corrective and directive forces of the 'gentler' hands as it has been
1

Norma Basch has written extensively on the legal status of early American women. See
"Invisible Women: The Legal Fiction of Marital Unity in Nineteenth Century America," Feminist
Studies 5 (Summer 1979): 346-66, and In the Eyes of the Law: Women, Marriage and Property
in Nineteenth-Century New York (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1982). The courts of equity did
not relieve the legal disabilities of women to any large extent nor the tension that resulted from
granting women property rights without concommitant political rights. See Basch, "Equity vs.
Equality: Emerging Concepts of Women's Political Status in the Age of Jackson," Journal of
the Early Republic 3 (Fall 1982): 297-318. Suzanne Lebsock takes a more sanguine view of women's
use of courts of equity in The Free Women of Petersburg: Status and Culture in a Southern Town,
1784-1860 (New York: Norton Co., 1984). A discussion of women's legal rights before passage
of major married women's property legislation is Linda K. Kerber, "From Declaration of Independence to the Declaration of Sentiments: The Legal Status of Women in the Early Republic,
1776-1848," Human Rights 6 (1976-77): 115-24. An overview is Joan Hoff Wilson, "The Legal
Status of Women in the Late Nineteenth and Early Twentieth Centuries," Human Rights 6 (1976—
77): 125-32. For a focus on women's efforts to control their own wages and to make contracts,
see Amy Dru Stanley, "Conjugal Bonds and Wage Labor: Rights of Contract in the Age of Emancipation," Journal of American History 75 (September 1988): 471-500.
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the result of those strong brutes who firmly grasped opportunity in their fists
and hammered out a nation's destiny."1
As the study of history has been increasingly democratized, women's
history as a field of historical inquiry has claimed its place in the profession.
Women specialists in the field have headed both of the two major American
historical associations; they have presided over numerous regional associations and have formed separate women's historical groups, including international alliances, that draw ever-increasing numbers to their annual meetings. Virtually every major university throughout the United States offers
courses in women's history and more than sixty offer full graduate programs.
Last year U.S. professors were supervising the writing of more than 351
dissertations in the field.2
When I began my graduate studies fourteen years ago, I was advised
not to focus too heavily on women's history, since it was certain to be nothing
more than a temporary academic fad. Women's history, however, has proven
to be neither transient nor superficial. I believe that those who privately, if
not publicly, continue to trivialize it as a study peripheral to traditional history
(a euphemism for a male perspective on a male-gendered past) clearly devalue and deny half of the human experience. Traditional history has too
long robbed women of their past. "The lightness of living without the weight
of a past is a heavy burden," George F. Will wrote of the distortions and
erasures in Soviet history. "A nation," he said, "draws life from its roots in
the past. For individuals, too, deprivation of a collective past is death of the
spirit."31 believe that is so.
Women's history is an avenue toward a view of the past that is wide
lensed and whole. But it is not only a matter of inserting an additional body
of facts into the historical canon. It is also a process of applying the female
component to the already known facts, which necessarily rearranges them,
like the twist of a kaleidoscope, into new patterns, new configurations, and
new interpretations.4 It is an exploration of the complexity of the female
1
Marie Nelson, master's examination, Brigham Young University, fall semester, 1989. Photocopy in my possession.
2
Gerda Lemer, "A View from the Women's Side," in "A Round Table: What Has Changed and
Not Changed in American Historical Practice?" Journal of American History 76 (September
1989): 446-56.
'"Cracking the let"Newsweek, 19June 1989, 72.
4
A succinct and well-reasoned brief article on how women's history has disrupted "a familiar
pattern of knowledge" and revealed a "whole new order of understanding" is Douglas Birkhead,
"A Field That's Beyond Gender," in Common Carrier, Salt Lake Tribune, Sunday, 18 June 1989,
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experience, both independent of and in connection with the male historical
experience.
A concerted quest to find Clio's daughters, women long hidden in the
shadows of the historical record, began, with a few notable exceptions, little
more than two decades ago.1 The goal was to correct our misshapen and
incomplete picture of the past by bringing women in from the cold of
historical marginality. Fueled by the idealism of the contemporary feminist
and civil rights movements, many feminist historians began with the assumption of woman's universal subjugation and interpreted women's experience within the framework of an oppressed group. A Century of
Struggle, Eleanor Flexner's 1959 account of the nineteenth-century woman's
rights movement, led the way for a number of studies in the model of woman's
historical oppression.2 Marilyn Warenski's book on Mormon women, Patriarchs and Politics: The Plight of the Mormon Woman (New York: McGrawHill, 1978) was written in this mode. At about the same time, however, other
historians followed the lead of historian Mary Beard, who argued in 1946
that women had always been a force in history. These historians, such as
Gerda Lerner and Anne Firor Scott, wrote in the beginning of their careers
what has since been denoted as "compensatory or contributory history,"
plucking from decades of scholarly neglect women who had departed from
their conventional domestic activities to contribute in some specific way to
'The term was used by Carol Ruth Berkin in "Clio in Search of Her Daughters/Women in
Search of Their Past," in Liberal Education 71 (Fall 1985): 205-15. Some of the early historical
pieces were Elizabeth A. Dexter, Colonial Women of Affairs-. A Study of Women in Business and
the Professions in America Before 1776 (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1924); Mary Sumner
Benson, Women in Eighteenth-Century America: A Study of Opinion and Social Usage (New York:
Columbia University Press, 1935); Julia C. Spruill, Women's Life and Work in the Southern Colonies
(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1938); Mary A. Beard, Women's Work in Municipalities (New York: National Municipal League, 1915), On Understanding Women (New York:
Longmans, Green, 1931), and Woman As Force in History (New York: Macmillan and Company,
1946). Mary Beard argued in this latter work that women were not mere victims in a male-directed
world but had always been active agents in the historical process and deserved the attention of
historians. The work had little impact until the first wave of women's historians in the 1960s who
quarreled with her first but accepted her second premise.
2
A Century of Struggle, The Woman's Rights Movement in the United States (Cambridge, Mass.:
Harvard University Press, 1959). Other works in this model are Aileen S. Kraditor, The Ideas of
the Woman Suffrage Movement (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday and Company, Inc. 1965), and Up
From the Pedestal: Selected Writings in the History ofAmerican Feminism (New York: Quadrangle/
The New York Times Book Co., 1968); Miriam Schneir, Feminism: The Essential and Historial
Writings (New York: Vintage Books/Random House, 1972).
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major historical events or had distinguished themselves in public activism
as labor leaders, social reformers, or political activists. Discovery of these
"women worthies" and delineating their contributions to the areas of traditional historical inquiry proved Beard's theory that women have indeed
always been agents of history.
In our excitement to reveal the hidden treasures of Mormon women's
history, those of us who began our studies in the field in the mid-seventies
earnestly described the ways in which women contributed to the Mormon
experience, utilizing, perhaps unconsciously, this compensatory model. Much
of our attention focused on the Relief Society, its place within the Church,
its role in the mission of the Church, and its relationship to the power structure
of the Church. We also found that Utah's unique experiences with woman
suffrage and Utah politics, along with the anomalies and challenges of polygamy, offered fertile areas to show woman's active participation in early
Church history. We enthusiastically rescued the leading sisters of the first
and second generation, individually and collectively, from anonymity and
explored their contributions to the Church and early Mormon society. But
this model, historians found, left too many women lost to recorded history,
their life experiences never intersecting with the great moments or significant
movements celebrated in the history books. Moreover, this approach used
the traditional and therefore male model as the definition of what comprised
history and how it was to be interpreted.1
Two studies offered a new paradigm—more inclusive and more womancentered—for the interpretation of woman's experience. Though focusing
on the experiences of white, literate New England women, the studies provided a conceptual framework in which to probe all women's experience
that took historians well beyond the oppression or compensatory models.
They based their work on the development of a pronounced dualism of male
and female spheres, occasioned by the growth of industrialization which
transferred the work place for increasing numbers of men from the family
farm to the marketplace and relieved women of many of their home production tasks. This separation of work places for men and women reinforced
'In her book, The Majority Finds Its Past: Placing Women in History (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1979), Gerda Lerner discusses her own professional evolution from the "contributory" or "compensatory" approach to a female-centered analysis and eventually to a "universal
history" in which women's and men's experiences are treated equally. A more current appraisal
of the field by Lerner is "Priorities and Challenges in Women's History Research," Perspectives,
American Historical Association Newsletter, April 1988,17-20.
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the social dichotomy already in place which identified men with the public
sphere and women with the private or domestic sphere, each with its own
constellation of values, functions, and expectations. Skirting the edges of
anthropological research, both authors described the flowering of a distinct
women's culture based on a new gender consciousness and sense of domestic
autonomy and shared vocation. Examining women's mutual correspondence
over a thirty-year period, Carroll Smith-Rosenberg, in a 1975 article, discovered the rich and satisfying relationships women developed with one another
as they shared a common life cycle, common tasks, and common expectations.
These personal and extended female networks developed, the author wrote,
because of the "rigid gender-role differentiation within the family and in
society" and became institutionalized in the social conventions and female
rituals shared by women throughout their lives. It became clear that women's
world had an integrity of its own, defining its own standards of achievement,
value, and significance. "Women, who had little status and power in the larger
world of male concerns," Smith-Rosenberg wrote, "possessed status and
power in the lives of other women."1 The delightful book, Dear Ellen: Two
Mormon Women and Their Letters, a compilation of letters and commentary
by George Ellsworth, is a noted example of these close female relationships
among Mormon women. Mormon Sisters-. Women in Early Utah, edited by
Claudia L. Bushman, also depicts the female networks Mormon women developed in their shared kingdom-building tasks.2
One year later, historian Nancy Cott enlarged the concept of a distinct
women's culture. Describing a female world in which women shared religious, educational, domestic, and relational experiences different and apart
from those that men experienced, she found their sphere replete with its
own symbols, attitudes, and language. In her book, The Bonds of Womanhood, Cott opened a window upon a vibrant, intense, and richly textured
female world, created, defined and described by women themselves in their
personal writings.3 The influence of these two seminal works is reflected in
•The article, "The Female World of Love and Ritual: Relations Between Women in NineteenthCentury America," was first published in Signs: A Journal of Women in Culture and Society
1, no. 1 (1975): 1-29 and has since been republished in numerous anthologies. The quotation
is from p. 14.
2
S. George Ellsworth, Dear Ellen-. Two Mormon Women and Their Letters (Salt Lake City,
Utah: Tanner Trust Fund, University of Utah Library, 1974); Claudia L. Bushman, ed. Mormon
Sisters: Women in Early Utah (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Emmeline Press Limited, 1976).
3
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1977). Because of its double meaning, the phrase, the
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Mormon studies by two lengthy bibliographies, compiled in 1979 and 1985,
which include studies that examine the distinct woman-centered domestic
tasks, social duties, and personal relationships developed by nineteenthcentury Mormon women.1
Shifting their angle of vision to explore more fully the interrelatedness
of men and women's historical experience, historians have tested the universality and cohesiveness of woman's sphere. Although certain gender assumptions remain consistently valid in our study of the past, it is clear that
some women attempted to expand or redefine their sphere. Publicly organizing for the first time in the late eighteenth century and first decades of the
nineteenth to ameliorate the economic and spiritual dislocations created by
rapid industrialization and immigration, women became social activists in
behalf of the poor, orphaned, widows, or other socially disadvantaged. With
this kind of public experience, it was natural for some of them to extend
their humanitarian impulses to the abolitionist cause which was garnering
public support by the 1830s. But here they met resistance as the boundaries
of the spheres collided. The controversial, politically volatile abolitionist
movement, male reformists insisted, did not fit the parameters of woman's
sphere. Women's historians were not slow to note the irony in the fact that
the most influential tool in the abolitionist cause was a woman's book, based
on the humanitarian, familial values of woman's culture, Harriet Beecher
Stowe's Uncle Tom's Cabin.2
"bonds of womanhood," found currency among several women's historians besides Cott as a
metaphor for woman's status. Women, they found, experienced the encircling ties of community
and sisterhood but felt the restrictive and immobilizing force of those same bonds. Cott organizes
her analysis of woman's sphere into five areas: women's work, domesticity, education, religion,
and sisterhood. The female world described by Cott and others writing of women's culture was
primarily white, middle-class, and American. Class and racial differences were not part of these
original analyses. For an extensive debate on the relationship between women's culture and
feminism which uses as its premise the exploitation of women by men, see Ellen DuBois, Mari
Jo Buhle, Temma Kaplan, Gerda Lerner, and Carroll Smith-Rosenberg, "Politics and Culture in
Women's History: A Symposium," Feminist Studies 6 (Spring 1980): 26-64.
1

Carol Cornwall Madsen and David J. Whittaker, "History's Sequel: A Source Essay on Women
in Mormon History," Journal of Mormon History 6 (1979): 123-45; and Patricia Lyn Scott
and Maureen Ursenbach Beecher, "Mormon Women: A Bibliography in Progress, 1977-1985,"
Journal of Mormon History 12 (1985): 113-28.
2
A recent study by Jeanne Boydston, Mary Kelley, and Anne Margolis of the Beecher sisters,
Catharine, Harriet Beecher Stowe, and Isabella Beecher Hooker, The Limits of Sisterhood: The
Beecher Sisters on Women's Rights and Women's Sphere (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina
Press, 1988), describes the "mixture of mutual interests and profound disagreements" within a
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Along with those attempting to extend or redefine women's sphere
were women who found their primary identity as members of specific racial,
economic, ethnic, religious, or even regional subgroups rather than through
gender. Interpreting women's experience, therefore, requires distinguishing
these identifying features. What has been termed a "female consciousness"
derived primarily from "women's shared sense of obligation to create, preserve, and nourish life" and a desire to preserve the boundaries of the sphere
in which they fulfilled these tasks.1 To the impetus to broaden the boundaries
of woman's sphere and to achieve for women equal participation in the
educational, economic, and political life of society, historians have given the
term "feminist consciousness." Obstacles they encountered as women in the
abolitionist movement, for example, engendered a strong feminist sensitivity
to woman's rights in suffragists Elizabeth Cady Stanton and Lucretia Mott and
precipitated the nineteenth-century woman's rights movement. Both a female
and feminist consciousness were motivations for changing public policy relating to women, requiring historians to look at the interaction of men and
women in the process of preserving or extending woman's sphere.2 In addition to these two orientations were the convictions and community consciousness women shared with men and children in their own subgroups.
Identifying these three categories exposed woman's wide range of identifying referents.3 Moreover, studies of individual women indicate that the
categories were not mutually exclusive. I can better interpret Emmeline Wells,
I believe, by understanding that it was from the solidarity she felt within both
single family relating to the appropriate way in which women could enhance their value and
position in American society.
'Nancy Cott, in "What's in a Name? The Limits of 'Social Feminism'; or, Expanding the
Vocabulary of Women's History," Journal of American History 76 (December 1989): 827,
discusses these concepts. The idea of a specific "female consciousness" was first enunciated in
Temma Kaplan, "Female Consciousness and Collective Action: The Case of Barcelona, 1910-1918,"
Signs, Journal of Women in Culture and Society 7 (Spring 1982): 545-66.
2
While the concept of separate spheres and the recognition of conflicting identities and loyalties
among women have been useful organizing principles in the study of women, it is important to
note how women related to the male-dominated culture of which they were also a part, either
as preservers of woman's sphere, or as rebels against its confining ideology. Examining the past
only through a dualistic model, Linda Kerber has suggested, fails "to help us understand how
men and women both participate in and help to reproduce the institutional forms that may
oppress, liberate, join or divide them." See her "Separate Spheres, Female Worlds, Woman's
Place: The Rhetoric of Women's History," The Journal of American History 75 (June 1988):
9-39.
3

Cott, "What's in a Name," 827-29.
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her female and her Mormon cultures, not as a betrayal of either, that she
expressed a strong feminist consciousness, fitting each within the scope of
her own world view.
Nowhere is a woman-centered world more thoroughly or more selfconsciously described than in her forty-three diaries. Losing her father when
she was four and her only son shortly after his birth, then deserted by her
first husband, widowed young by her second, neglected by her third, and
left to rear her five daughters virtually alone, Emmeline Wells was thrust into
an almost exclusively female-oriented sphere. Her writings reveal the intensity
of her relationship with her daughters, with her female friends, and with her
coworkers in the Relief Society. Both her domestic sphere and social duties
reflected the female orientation of her world. And she was every inch committed to the cause of Mormonism. But she was neither parochial in her
thinking nor conventional in her aspirations. "Woman's work in this day and
age is not only an individual work," she wrote, "but a universal work; a work
for all her suffering sisterhood."1 Her early pledge to do all in her power to
elevate the condition of Mormon women and to advance the cause of all
women2 was born of both a feminist and community consciousness and grew
into a lifelong vocation to break the boundaries of the spheres.
The interplay of her female, feminist, and Mormon connections came
into focus in 1898 when B. H. Roberts was nominated for Congress on the
Democratic ticket. The day after his nomination, Emmeline Wells found her
Woman's Exponent office flooded with women, both Democrats and Republicans, complaining about his candidacy. One of the major obstructionists of
woman suffrage three years earlier when the new state constitution was being
drafted, Roberts had few friends among Utah women. Taking the women's
concern to Church president Lorenzo Snow and counselor George Q. Cannon, Emmeline Wells found them quite willing that the women should work
to defeat him "either privately or publicly."3 Despite their concerted effort,
Roberts won the election, obviously with the vote of some women. Emmeline
Wells was dismayed at this breach of female solidarity. "I cannot understand
how the women of the State can be so unscrupulous as to vote for such a
'"Woman's Work," Woman's Exponent 4 (15 November 1875): 94.
Emmeline B. Wells, Diary, 4 January 1878, Harold B. Lee Library, Brigham Young University,
Provo, Utah.
3
Wells, Diary, 17, 22 September 1898.
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man," she confided to her diary.1 But where Mormon women failed, gentile
women succeeded. Mounting a national campaign to block his taking office,
not because of his anti-woman suffrage stance but because of his polygamous
status, numerous women's national and denominational associations enacted
public resolutions against him. One of these groups, the National Council of
Women, a conglomerate of several national women's associations, including
the Relief Society and Young Ladies' Mutual Improvement Association, deliberated at some length on drafting a resolution against Roberts, sensitive
to its Mormon constituency. In a private interview, May Wright Sewall, president of the National Council, urged Mormon delegate Emmeline B. Wells
to vote in favor of a resolution against Roberts, promising that Wells and
Mormon women generally would gain acceptance and prestige among the
women of the council.2 In the following day-long debate on the issue, Emmeline took the platform and spoke in support of Roberts's constitutional right
to take his seat in Congress. Five other Mormon delegates also pled his case.
Ultimatelytheinflammatory resolution was defeated, an impersonal, innocuous
statement winning favor with the majority of delegates.3 In that brief incident,
all of Emmeline Wells's reference points were at work: her female network,
her feminist aspirations, and her Mormonism. Within her Mormon subgroup,
she asserted her advocacy for all women; but her gender loyalty yielded to
group loyalty when Mormonism was assailed.
Mormon women's social order shared many characteristics with the
female culture identified by women's historians. But a study of Mormon
women within the context of their religion illustrates the discontinuities
within the overarching paradigm of women's culture and the strong identity
Mormon women gained from their religion.
The most obvious difference for Mormon women was the habitual
absence of men which intensified the female orientation of their daily lives.
The normal male/female interfacing within the home was continually disrupted as husbands left to attend to Church callings or their other families,
leaving women not only as caretakers of their domestic sphere but as providers and spiritual leaders as well. Emeline Rich, wife of Apostle Charles C.
'Ibid, 10 November 1898.
Ibid., 11 February 1899.
3
While there were pressures from many public sectors also objecting to the seating of Roberts
in Congress, the publicity generated by these national women's organizations contributed in large
measure to the success of the campaign against B. H. Roberts at that time.
2
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Rich, lived most of her adult life as a midwife in the Bear River Valley, rearing
her six sons and two daughters there. Her reflections at the close of 1893,
when she was sixty-two years old, introduce us to a woman who had assumed
both parental roles, with some pride and a little dismay. There is also a hint
of a feminist consciousness at work:
Many a day and night have I travelled through storms that were too severe
for the sterner sex, to wait upon the sick, not altogether for the small
pittance received as a remuneration for the same but for the good I could
do in relieving the sick and suffering humanity I have spent the proceeds of my labors in educating my children for their advancement and
in so doing have had but one object in view ie. that they might make good
noble men and women, ornaments in society—and in their turn might
be able to transmit to their posterity an imperishable legacy. I am not
ashamed of my examples set for [my] children to imitate—feeling that in
my humble career through life, I have done the best I could according
to my judgment....
Have had but little in the rearing of and providing for my family—have
as it were, to take the part of father and mother too as their father was
on missions most of his time while he lived and years before his death
was when at home, like a visitor-not assuming the care of a family feeling an inclination to be cared for instead of caring for others.1
With practiced resignation, she noted that the patriarch of her household
became a care-receiver rather than a care-giver on the rare occasions he
came to visit. The contours of her marriage did not fit the pattern prescribed
in the popular marital etiquette books of her time.
Developed within the matrix of a kingdom-building society, Mormon
women's culture assumed other differences. In the early years, Mormon
women were engaged in the exigencies of settlement which altered the
traditional gender division of tasks. In addition, the relentless demands of
kingdom building imposed "social duties," as Eliza R. Snow characterized
them, often uncharacteristically gender-differentiated. Supervising sericulture, implementing grain saving, building and maintaining Relief Society halls
and granaries, managing women's commission stores, and learning and practicing business and telegraphy skills were a few of the nontraditional activities
in which Mormon women were engaged. These tasks, along with their organizational networks and temple service, gave a distinct pattern to their
culture. In the process of working toward a mutual goal, Mormon men and
women assumed separate but complementary roles; and the bonds that de'Emeline Grover Rich, Diary, 31 December 1893, LDS Church Archives.
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veloped among Mormon women in these pursuits, along with their defense
of polygamy, not only engendered a strong sense of self-identity but strengthened and supported the entire Mormon community. These group functions
defined Mormon women's culture primarily on the basis of shared community
values rather than simply on gender cohesion.1
A recognition of these dimensions of women's culture clarifies the nature
of the conflict between Mormon and non-Mormon women during the period
of the polygamy crusade. When the gentile women of Utah organized the
Anti-Polygamy Society in 1878, they enlisted the help of anti-polygamist
women throughout the nation on the basis of the universality of the values
of woman's sphere.2 Polygamy clearly violated the moral assumptions of that
sphere, and it was appropriate that women participate in the opposition to
it. Emmeline Wells abhorred the thought "that woman could rise up against
woman" but acknowledged the necessity for it. "The time has come when
we can no longer be silent," she wrote, "as we are assailed, and that too by
our own sex."3 The woman's crusade against polygamy was part of a larger
female social purity campaign to promote a uniform moral standard and
purge society of those social vices, mostly male-instituted, which undermined
that standard. Ironically, both sides of the conflict grounded their arguments
in the precepts of woman's culture. Anti-polygamists claimed that woman's
moral authority, widely acclaimed by press and pulpit, was superior to patriarchal authority in the home and was thus deeply threatened by the practice
of polygamy, which exalted man's position in the family, demeaned womanhood, and poorly served the needs of children.4 Mormon women argued
that polygamy ennobled women by requiring only the most unselfish and
pureminded participants, gave every woman an opportunity for marriage and
1

Nancy A. Hewitt discusses the primary claims of class and race and, by implication, other
group connections on women's loyalties and identities in "Beyond the Search for Sisterhood:
American Women's History in the 1980s," Social History 10 (October 1985): 299-322.
2
Catharine Beecher was the principal idealogue of this concept, arguing that the white middleclass definition of womanhood and woman's culture bridged all racial, ethnic, economic, educational, or religious divisions among women. See Treatise on Domestic Economy for the Use of
the Young Ladies at Home and at School (Boston: T. H. Webb & Co., 1843), 37-38.
Roman's Exponent 7 (1 December 1878): 102-3.
4
Peggy Pascoe develops this idea specifically in relation to polygamy in "The Dynamics of
Female Moral Authority: Protestant Home Mission Women and Their 'Deluded' Mormon Sisters,
1870-1896," Western History Association meeting, October 1987, Los Angeles, copy in my possession. This theme is developed further in her book, Relations of Rescue: The Search for Female
Moral Authority in the American West, 1874-1989 (New York: Oxford University Press, 1990).
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motherhood, and united the family under the guidance of a righteous, patriarchal head.1 Polygamy, a deviant moral practice to most people, however,
simply could not withstand the power of prevailing cultural norms promulgated and preserved in the broader woman's culture.
Mormon women's affinity with community and the nature of their group
dynamics are perhaps most discernible in their own organizations. The Retrenchment Society, for example, unlike the other women's organizations in
being unattached to a specific ecclesiastical unit or contained within a geographic boundary, demonstrated their corporate style. Everyone who attended the semi-monthly sessions had a voice through its Quaker-meeting
format, and the topics aired ranged from the appropriateness of weeping
when bearing testimony to the possibility of establishing a woman's medical
college in Salt Lake City. As an expression of orthodoxy, the Retrenchment
Society fostered separation from the women of the world. Detachment from
their own sex reflected the distinct identity they had created and hoped to
perpetuate as Mormon women.2 This primary identification with their group
rather than with their gender suggests that Mormon women's history might
well be better placed within the context, not of women's, but of religious
history, with its different grid of assumptions and interpretive models.
The search for woman's past has taken historians down many investigative trails, yielding new information because new questions were asked.
Association records have shown women's patterns of organization and administration and the social responsibilities they claimed for themselves. National
women's publications such as Godey's Ladies Book, the Boston Woman's
Journal, The Una, and the Ballot Box exhibited the range of women's
interests from efficient homemaking to effective lobbying. Each issue of the
Mormon woman's paper, the Woman's Exponent, expressed a wide continuum of interests within its eight-page, semi-monthly format and has proven
to be for current historians what its long-time editor, Emmeline Wells, had
hoped—a forty-two-year chronicle of the life and thought of Mormon women.
Legal records, useful in a broad range of women's studies, have been
1

Only after the Woodruff Manifesto did the dynamics of shared community building transcend
the moral issues that had divided Mormon and gentile women. See Carol C. Madsen, "Decade
of Detente: Relationships of Mormon and Gentile Women in Utah, 1890-1900," unpublished
paper.
2
Minutes of the Junior and Senior Female Cooperative Retrenchment Association, 1870-74,
IDS Church Archives; and Woman's Exponent, 1872-1904.
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particularly fruitful sources in reconstructing Mormon women's experience.1
One aspect of the fallout of the anti-polygamy Edmunds-Tucker Act of 1887
was the legal disability of plural wives. Unable to claim a dower right if their
husband died intestate — and most did—they became wards of their children,
whose rights of inheritance were undisturbed.2 In 1905 plural wife Emily P.
Raleigh, who became the sole surviving wife of her husband, sued for her
dower right in some property he had owned upon which she had resided
for forty-six years. In ruling against her claim, the court asserted that her
misfortune could be attributed to her own volition to become a plural wife,
doing so "at her peril" and thereby failing to "acquire the status of a lawful
wife." Therefore, the court ruled, "she was without the pale of law" regarding
any inheritance rights.3
Wills are also useful tools in providing data on women's relative wealth
as well as the extent to which they were able to control it. In 1872, married
women in Utah were granted the legal right to own and convey their own
property. How they did so tells us much about their commitments and
relationships. In 1881, Sarah Cunningham, willed all her wearing apparel and
keepsakes to her niece, her house and lot to the Female Relief Society "to
assist the poor," and the rest to her bishop to "dispose of as proper."4 Plural
wife Elizabeth Hoagland Cannon bequeathed all of her considerable amount
of property to her husband with the stipulation that he use it only to rear
and educate her children so that, in her words, "my children will stand upon
the same footing as my beloved husband's other children and not suffer any
1
Legal documents are especially useful for the Puritan and early Colonial periods for which
few personal writings by or about women remain. Insight into women's literacy can be deduced
from the number of legal documents women signed with an X. Household inventories enable
historians to replicate colonial households and domestic tasks. The standards of marital bliss are
discerned by studying the grounds for which divorces were granted. We also know that the
Puritans were not as puritanical as we thought when birth records show a high incidence of live
births just five or six months after marriage.
2
Emma and Jane Gunnell of Cache Valley felt economic as well as emotional pain when their
husband died. "Everything was left to the first wife, Esther," they reported, "except some property
which was divided among the children." Ruth Victor, "Emma Jeffs Gunnell," typescript copy in
my possession. In ruling in favor of the claims of polygamous (illigitimate) children, the United
States Supreme Court in Cope v. Cope claimed that it was "unjust to visit the sins of the parents
on the heads of the children." (Cope v. Cope, 137 U.S. 682 (1889) rev'd In Re Cope's Estate, 7
Utah 63, 1890.)
^Raleigh vs. Wells 29 Utah 217 (1905).
4
Wills of Salt Lake County, #755, 15 August 1881, Utah State Archives.

58

Journal of Mormon History

loss because I have bequeathed to him... all the property which I possess."1
In 1876 Sophie Ramzell bequeathed $100 and a silk dress or other personal
effects to each of five of "her sisters in the faith," as "tokens of remembrance." She also bequeathed $200 to the Trustee-in-Trust of the Church for
the temple in St. George, $200 for the temple in Salt Lake City, and all the
rest, including land, buildings, notes, mortgages and furniture, to George Q.
Cannon.2 Only women with property made formal wills, obviously, but these
legal documents offer much insight into women's material world and their
management of it.
The master key to unlocking women's long-hidden history, however, is
their own self-representation. "Diaries are the flesh made word," one biographer has written.3 They are a record of the muted moments and private
passages that make the substance of a life. Moreover, as another scholar has
observed, these gendered narratives serve as our cultural memory, holding
together the fragments of life and providing a historical continuity.4 Only
when these personally inscribed texts were considered valid sources of historical research, however, were they used to "read women's culture."5 Secret
sharers in the act of writing, women are now their own best source of retrieval.
Though diaries are not sufficient by themselves to reconstruct history, "no
other historical source is more likely to disclose women's consciousness,"
affirms Nancy Cott. The value of diaries is that they provide historians with
a record of what women felt to be true about themselves and the world
around them.6
While these personal writings express the characteristics of a single
writer and the details of a single life, such details enable us to gain access
to a wider female experience and deeper universal truths. In a simple paragraph, Mary Gibbs Bigelow recorded a significant event in her life. With much
'Ibid., #911, 15 November 1881, Utah State Archives.
Ibid., #481, 7 January 1876, Utah State Archives.
3
Thomas Mallon, A Book of One's Own-. People and Their Diaries (New York: Ticknor &
Fields, 1984), xvii.
4
Marilyn Arnold," 'Biting Sour Apples in the Gumwood Shade': Women and the Function of
Memory," Alice Louise Reynolds Lecture, 3 April 1990, Harold B. Lee Library, Brigham Young
University, Provo, Utah.
5
Judy Nolte Lensink, "Expanding the Boundaries of Criticism," Women's Studies 14 (1987):
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joy and not a little pride, she explained to her posterity, in the random
manner of diaries, the step-by-step process of making her wedding dress.
I carded and spun the cotton and my mother and I wove it in an 800 or
so reed [which was] very fine. It looked beautiful. I then bleached [the
fabric] a pure white. I made it plain with no flounces. It was woven so that
half way to my knees it was corded and raised in diamonds. The cords
were picked up with an awl then threads [woven] between every cord.
Sister and I raised the cotton and picked it out of the beautiful white balls.
I then ginned it in a hand gin, feeding the cotton and turning the handle.
I had picked the long, beautiful first-ripe cotton. The waist of my wedding
dress was plain with a band around it, common straight sleeves just large
enough to be comfortable. I had a boninet ruffle in the neck of the dress.1
This is not just the account of the making of a single dress. It is women's
work in microcosm and all the hidden values that are part of it—an essential
domestic function so little noted, so little valued, historically, and so little
remembered.
If the value of women's work has been little acknowledged, the topography of women's social sphere has been even less so. Visiting one another
and assembling for any reason, natural or contrived, were indigenous to
nineteenth-century women's lives and carefully noted in their diaries. The
written accounts of their gatherings describe intimate associations celebrating
the daily rituals of women's lives: births and deaths, marriages and anniversaries, healings and other spiritual moments, and their constant comings and
goings. Elizabeth Goddard recorded the evening in March 1881 when she,
along with fourteen other women, spontaneously arranged a welcome-home
gathering for Eliza R. Snow and Zina D. H. Young, back from a winter's stay
in St. George. Some met the returning travelers at the depot with carriages
to transport them to the Lion House where the others awaited them. There,
Elizabeth Goddard wrote,
we had the pleasure of greeting our beloved sisters, A nice little picnic
provided by the company spread two good sized tables to which we all
sat down and enjoyed, after which we retired to the large prayer room
where ice cream was handed round which was quite delicious. Sister Eliza,
though somewhat feeble, seemed to enjoy meeting with her Sisters. An
appropriate address was read by Mrs. Dr. Ferguson in behalf of those
present to Sister E.R. and Zina D., expressive of the esteem in which they
were held, which was responded to by each in grateful acknowledgment.
Sister Eliza addressed us at some length by the gift of tongues and
1
"Autobiography of Maty Gibbs Bigelow, June 26,1809-April 19,1888," typescript, Marvin M.
Witt Papers, LDS Church Archives.
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interpreted by Sister Zina the purport being very encouraging to the Sisters
who were looking forward to the glorious fulfillment of Prophecy. The
company dispersed about 9:00 P M after enjoying a very interesting 3
hours.1

This type of gathering was replicated in every community where Mormon women lived. These personal networks created a solidarity and cohesion
that bound women together "as if by kindred ties," as Emmeline Wells
described them, "closer, perhaps," she believed, "because our faith and our
work were so in tune with our everyday life."2
A woman's diary is most self-revelatory as it quietly unfolds the musings
of a mind distilling experience into the essence of a life. Even a brief exposure
to the irregular diary-keeping of Zina D. H. Young introduces this kind of
mind at work. No better evidence exists than the few random thoughts she
penned as she walked the shores of the Pacific, here in Laie, a little more
than a hundred years ago. There is something mesmerizing about the constant
motion of the sea that has the power to provoke human waves of thought
and reflection. Perhaps Zina Young's musings as she prepared to leave this
beautiful island mirror our own on the eve of our departure:
It being my last sabath on the Island after meeting I walked a lone on the
sea shore viewing the beautiful shades of green as [in] the varied debths
of water on the coral reefs[,] asplash the white caps as they chased each
other to the shore and each wave leaving a few gardnes [grains] of sand
for its remembrance, & reflecting on the pastwhen myattention was attracted
to a beautiful little sea shel rooling [rolling] in the tide almost within my
reach. I stood stil hoping each tidal wave would give it me but it receded
a little farther from my grasp. What a lesson! In childhood we fancy. In
youth we anticipate. 'Tis then we should husband wel the tide of time by
adorning the mind with pearls of innosent inteligent refinement [and] not
be allured by the brilliant spots on the sea shel to waste precious time,
but grasp the [sic] improve [the] moments to lay the foundation of hapiness
in all coming time in fair colours. Temperance is saving sands of the tides
of time that forms our embankments against sorrow.3
This is history from the inside out. It is life as seen and felt and thought
about by those who lived it.
As Thomas Mallon wrote, "One cannot read a diary and feel unac1

Elizabeth H. Goddard, Diary, 31 March 1881, IDS Church Archives.
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3
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quainted with its writer."1 As historians, many diaries make us friends with
many writers, though we may eventually, as I have done with Emmeline Wells,
"close the Valves of [our] attention" on one and try to recreate the life we
have discovered there.2 And then historical inquiry becomes a personal journey into the past, a linking of lives, the writer's and her subject's, that bridges
time and space and holds the two in a creative tension. Therein lies the joy
of being a historian.
It has been more than just professional zeal to illuminate a shadowed
past and unveil the women hidden in its corners that has taken me into
women's history. My compulsion to study history goes well beyond the
academic. It is tied to my desire to know who I am by learning who I was.
Like the black writer Alice Walker, I have been "in search of our mothers'
gardens," of the living legacy of generations of women I have never known —
or even known about.3 My curiosity about the past has been a search for
origins, a recovery of roots, an affirmation of identity. I began to have a sense
of that identity and the necessity of the past a few years ago as I sang a song
of Zion with fifty-two women, our arms linking us in a circle on the sunsoaked slope of grass leading from the Nauvoo House to the edge of the
Mississippi. Nauvoo is a reference point of my spiritual heritage, as I have
come to know Laie is for many here, for the journey backward in time has
been a religious as well as historical odyssey. I have been forced many times
to examine the poles of my spiritual compass, to balance the tension between
autonomy and attachment. But from it all, I have gathered a whole community
of women of past generations to whom I feel historically and spiritually
connected. Tracing their lives has been a journey into self-knowledge. The
feme covert—the hidden woman—I discovered was myself.

M Book of One's Own, xvii.
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INTRODUCTION

is always significant in religious history. It has been very
important in the churches of New Zealand. The coexistence of a Christianised
migrant population with an indigenous population which is the subject of
Christian missionary outreach inevitably creates some real tensions. In New
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Zealand at the present time, the issue of culture and cultural relationships
between the indigenous Maori population and Pakeha (European settlers) is
at a very sensitive stage. Exactly 150 years ago the British annexed New Zealand
by way of formal agreement with the traditional rangatira (native leaders) of
the country. This agreement, known as the Treaty of Waitangi, included clauses
recognising the continued authority of the rangatira and their lands. The
promises of this document were subsequently ignored by the British and
particularly by the settler population when they were given responsibility
for the government of the colony.
The long history of grievances has now become politically explosive,
for recent governments have recognised that the treaty has continued validity
and that to "protect" the lands and customs of the tribes means that every
institution in our country is having to weigh up how far it handicaps Maori
from expressing themselves in their own cultural forms. The churches, whose
early missionaries urged the Maori rangatira to sign the treaty, are now
struggling to correct their treatment of the Maori section of their denominations. They have had to go back through their history in the delicate task
of establishing where they went wrong.
The establishment of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints in
New Zealand provides a curious variant to this theme. Mormons have prided
themselves over the years for their success, where the orthodox churches
failed, in making converts among several of the Maori tribes of New Zealand.
Latter-day Saints often claim that their success was because the Church offered
a different approach to the cultural issue than the other churches—that it
effected a close identification with Maori culture.
The purpose of this paper is to examine with some care the Mormon
impact among the Maori, with the intention of analysing this claim. How and
to what extent did this quintessentially American religion accommodate itself
to Maori society and become a Maori religion? What was involved on both
sides of the cultural exchange? For there is a form of cultural translation
involved in people understanding a new religion; and it is, in effect, a kind
of transaction, in which the value of a new religion is assessed in terms of
its demands and its offers. And to what extent did Mormon approaches differ
from those of the orthodox churches? For the new religion must have been
weighed up alongside its competitors. These are the questions this paper
seeks to explore, although restrictions on time force me to focus principally
on interpreting only the earliest years of the Mormon mission.1
1

Existing accounts of the Church vary in quality. The most useful include Brian Hunt's Brigham
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How MAJOR AN IMPACT?

It seems surprising that the Maori community, known for its inclusiveness, anti-institutionalism, tea drinking, alcohol consumption, and smoking,
would have adopted to any extent a faith which pointed in an opposite
direction. Yet the Mormon message made a very significant impact among
the Maori. Mormon missionaries attempted to preach to the Pakeha from as
early as 1854, but they were almost completely unsuccessful. The limited
impact is shown in the rather random location of the major Mormon branches
in the period before 1880: Auckland, Karori near Wellington, and Kaiapoi
near Christchurch. Most of their early Pakeha followers had, in fact, become
Mormons before they came to New Zealand; and the missionaries who began
to visit in 1854 spent their time regathering them. There was fairly intense
opposition to the Mormons, much as there was in most other Anglo-Saxon
countries at this stage, except that the smaller scale of the community made
more painful the unreceptive atmosphere. Questions about Mormon activity
in Wellington were asked in the House of Representatives in 1871.l This
situation did not change until after the First World War, although the missionaries made periodic attempts to break into a world which seemed
uniquely closed to them. Because of polygamy, the Mormons were often
seen as the most extreme of all the heterodox sects. In Christchurch (wellknown as a center of sectarian activities and a place where Mormons felt
very much at home in the 1870s), Mormon preaching in Cathedral Square
occasioned riots in 1881 and in 1901.2
Young University thesis subsequently published as Zion in New Zealand (Templeview, Hamilton:
Church College of New Zealand, 1974, and R. LanierBritsch, Unto the Islands of the Sea-. A History
of the Latter-day Saints in the Pacific (Salt Lake City: Deseret Book, 1986), 253-345. Secular
accounts of the Church include an excellent master's thesis in history by Ian R. Barker, "The
Connexion: The Mormon Church and the Maori People," Victoria University of Wellington, 1967,
although this did not draw upon the first (Australasian) volume of the mission history, and a
brilliant master's thesis in anthropology and sociology by Erik G. Schwimmer, "Mormonism in
a Maori Village: A Study in Social Change," University of British Columbia, 1965, although this
study was not historical in character and focussed on one small Northland village. Laurie Barber's
article, "Another Look at the History of the Church of Latter-day Saints in New Zealand" (in Under
the Southern Cross, edited by J. Hinchliff and N. Simms [Auckland and Hamilton: Outrigger
Publications, 1980]), is an interesting interpretative essay.
1

New Zealand Parliamentary Debates, Vol. 11 (18 October 1871): 390-91.
New Zealand Herald (Auckland), 7 March 1881, p. 5; Canterbury Times (Christchurch), 1
May 1901, p. 30, and 2 October 1901, pp. 29-30; Press (Christchurch), 29 April 1901, p. 5, 6 May
1901, p. 4, and 1 October 1901, p. 3.
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The Latter-day Saints were committed to a world-wide mission, and their
major means was the voluntary labor of men who held the Melchizedek
Priesthood. Initially, this mission focussed on summoning European New
Zealanders to believe the gospel and return to Zion. It is a moot point why
they began to reach out to Maori in the late 1870s. There is some evidence
of a command to do so by the Council of Twelve and the First Presidency
in the mid-18708.1 Doubtless the Church authorities were aware of the impact
of the mission among the Hawaiian people. So, too, were the missionaries,
for their ships always called at Honolulu on the way to New Zealand; and
William John Bromley, for one, a New Zealand mission president whose
influence was so important in commencing the ministry to the Maori, was
most impressed by what he saw there.2 To the missionaries, facing open
hostility from the Pakeha community and a resultant sense of alienation, this
mission obviously added a certain satisfaction to their work. A rather insecure
missionary in the 1870s, Fred Hurst, finding himself alone in Wellington in
1876, lamented, "To tell the truth, I feel aweful lonely and now I don't really
know what course to pursue for the best."3 In later years, the European
community changed its attitude to steady and disdainful disinterest. In 1922,
a departing Whangarei missionary commented: "We leave this district with
practically nothing to show for our labors"—and asked to go back to laboring
among the Maori.4
Yet commencing a mission to the Maori posed certain practical difficulties which deterred progress for several years. Language was the most
obvious difficulty, and missionaries staying only a short period could not
readily overcome this obstacle. The earliest breakthrough into Maori society
depended on local European members, until, in a critical decision, a future
mission president, W. T. Stewart, was sent to live in a native village and learn
the language. His success led to the development of a new pattern.5 Despite
Frederick William Hurst, "Diary, 1833 to 14 March 1894," 112. Compiled by Samuel Harris
Hurst and Ida Frederickson Hurst. Typescript, 1961, Brigham Young University, Provo, Utah.
2
William John Bromley, Journals and Notebook 2:18 December 1880, MS 1913, LDS Church
Archives.
3
Diary, 135 (23 January 1876).
4
"Membership Records of Kakanui, Waiomio, Nhawah, Waikare and Maungakahia branches,"
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints Family History Centre microfilm # 0128889, item 6
(marked LDS film area, "Historian's Office No. 7849); read at Palmerston North Family History
Centre, entry for October 1922.
5
Alma Greenwood, Journal, 12 February 1883, MS 336, Archives and Manuscripts, Harold B.
Lee Library, Brigham Young University Archives; Bromley, Journal 3:30-31,46 (13,17 March 1883);
Bromley, "Presenting the Gospel to Maories," paper appearing in Bromley's journal 3:41.
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attempts to confer the gift of language by miraculous endowment, no easy
way to learn the language was found.1 Hurst in the late 1870s planned to
commission the translation of a tract into Maori, though he did not succeed;
Bromley surmounted the serious difficulties of finding a willing translator
in the early 1880s but then faced the puzzle of how to distribute it to the
Maori, few of whom lived in towns.2 There were other inherent problems
in developing a mission to the Maori. Tracts were impossible to proofread
and expensive to print when there was no income provided for the mission,
and travel to remote regions in search of Maori posed physical difficulties.
The missionaries of the 1870s had marked deficiencies;3 and Bromley,
who served as presiding elder in the New Zealand Mission District from
1881, obviously represented a new type of enthusiasm. Hearing of the first
Maori baptism he declared: "This is news, and no doubt, it is the beginning
of many baptisms among the natives"; six months later hearing of another
putative breakthrough, he remarked, "The seeds of truth is sown among the
Maories and I believe when it takes root will produce much fruit, so might
it be."4 He soon learned that enthusiasm cannot solve all problems. Early in
his mission, after fasting and prayer, he visited the Ngati Whatua marae (tribal
gathering place) at Orakei, and the local rangatira agreed to read a statement
of Mormon doctrines.5 Unfortunately, this rangatira was drunk on Bromley's
return. Bromley then urged the small team of missionaries to seek their own
opportunities to witness to Maori, and several unsuccessful and perhaps illadvised initiatives resulted: missionaries testified to Maori visiting Auckland;
one elder, J. P. Sorenson, made an unfortunate visit to the Prophet Te Whiti;
and others attempted to gain access to the Maori king through his followers
in Opotiki.6
Then, late in 1882, after Bromley had given up hope of a Maori mission,
Thomas L. Cox and Hannah Cox, European converts who had previously
1

Bromley, Journal 2:61 (5 April 1881).
Hurst, Diary, 140 (20 February 1876); Australasian Mission History 2:18 October 1881, LDS
Church Archives; Bromley, Journal 2:51, 74-75 (11 March, 27-28 April 1881).
3
See comments in Bromley, Journal 2:126,129 (3 and 9 September 1881).
"Ibid., 2:149, 266 (20 October 1881 and 30 March 1882).
5
Australasian Mission History 2:18 October 1881; Bromley, Journal 2:48, 56 (6 March and 20
March 1881).
6
Bromley, Journal 2:95-96,108 (13,16,18 June and 14 July 1881); J. P. Sorenson, "Biography,
Diary, Genealogy and Family Records, 1885-1908" 6:18, 26-28 (12 and 17 June 1881), Special
Collections microfilm # 436, Harold B. Lee Library, Brigham Young University.
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lived in Auckland and had removed to Cambridge, in the Waikato region
south of Auckland, made contact with a number of pa (Maori villages) along
the Waikato River, particularly Waotu. At Christmas Bromley visited the couple;
and sensing a spiritual impulse to visit, William J. McDonnell, an Auckland
Mormon who knew the Maori language, also arrived. The three men were
given an enthusiastic welcome by local Maori and were urged to stay and
preach. Nine Maori were baptized in two days. "They apparently are calm,
deliberate and in earnest in receiving the Gospel," wrote Alma Greenwood,
one of the missionaries.1 Soon there were sixty-five converts, and it was hastily
agreed that a Maori branch should be organized at Waotu. Two missionaries
were assigned there.2 However, by 1884, missionary work in this area had
collapsed. As exacerbating factors, Cox had declared bankruptcy, McDonnell
had been suspended from the Church for slandering Bromley, and Maori
proved unwilling to refrain from drinking alcohol and were bitter over the
removal of the one missionary who spoke Maori, W. T Stewart.3
The major breakthrough came in the Wairarapa in 1883. A small European branch had been formed in the settlement of Carterton in 1881; and
at the end of 1882, Elder Lucien C. Farr, while visiting this branch, discovered
interest from a local rangatira.4 With the departure of Farr, Alma Greenwood
was appointed president of Wellington District on 20 March; and when he
cultivated the Maori contacts in the district, his work bore dramatic fruit. At
the village of Papawai, speaking through a translator, Farr and Greenwood
received a rapturous reception on 4-6 April; and after three days, a Maori
was baptized. Within six months, a number of significant Maori were converted.5 All available missionaries were rushed in, with significant results.
Then the missionaries received a telegram inviting them to the village of
Taonoke in Hawke's Bay.6 In the atmosphere of a mass revival, many Hawke's
Bay Maori were baptized in several villages near Hastings. The new mission
president, W. T. Stewart, went further north to Nuhaka, near Wairoa in midAugust 1884, and preached his way around Te Mahia peninsula. In the course
'Greenwood, Journal, 2 and 31 January 1883.
Bromley, Journal 3:34 (14 February 1883).
3
Greenwood, Journal, 28 February-6 March 1883; Bromley, Journal 3:50-51,66 (13,17 March,
14 April); Australasian Mission History 2:30 December 1883.Curiously Bromley never mentions
the McDonnell case in his journal.
4
Greenwood, Journal, 3 January 1883.
'Australasian Mission History 2:21 July 1883; Greenwood, Journal, 4-6 April 1883.
6
Australasian Mission History 2:11 April 1884.
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of two months, some 300 converts were made. Hirini Te Whaanga, one of
the most significant Maori in the whole history of the mission, was baptized
30 November 1884, became the first Maori to immigrate to Utah, and, when
he returned on his own mission to New Zealand in 1898-99, was a very
popular preacher.
Following their success in Nuhaka and the Te Mahia area, the missionary
team continued north, accompanied by Ihaia Hopu Te Whakamairu, an influential convert baptized in 1883. They baptized sixty-four converts in the
Waiapu area north of Gisborne and proceeded as far as the East Cape.1 Half
of the members of the major hapu (subtribe) on this northern part of the
coast became members of the Church.2
This was the impressive inauguration of a mission which two years later
swept some of the hapu of Ngapuhi in Northland with similar force and also
built up a stronghold in the western Bay of Plenty. On 16 January 1885, the
mission president, W. T. Stewart, divided his mission into five districts: Wellington (including the Wairarapa), Hawke's Bay, Mahia, Poverty Bay, and
Auckland—and withdrew the missionaries from the South Island, the largest
land mass in New Zealand.3 While the Mormons made no significant impression among the Ngai Tahu, Ngati Porou, Tuhoe, or Te Ati Awa tribes and
faced massive struggles before Tainui showed any interest, they could claim
about three thousand members (about 8 per cent of the Maori population)
by 1890 and have since then been a significant force in the Maori community.
The most recent census figures give them a little under 6 per cent of the
Maori population.4
MISSIONARIES AND THEIR IMPACT

When this progress was reported, a larger team of missionaries was
sent to New Zealand, increasing the numbers from twelve in the mid-1880s
to some sixty missionaries in the late 1930s. These missionaries, who were
supposed to stay three years, were under the direction of the mission presUbid., 2:November-December 1884.
Ibid, 3:15 June 1894.
'Australasian Mission History 2:18 January 1885; E. Newby, Journals and Letters, 27 (16January
1884), MS 8513, IDS Church Archives.
4
New Zealand Government, Department of Statistics, 1986 Census of Population and Dwellings, "Population Resident in New Zealand, Religious Profession and Sex by Ethnic Origin and
Persons on New Zealand Maori and Pacific Island Polynesian Descent: One Ethnic Origin." Data
provided by the Department of Statistics, Christchurch.
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A Caucasian missionary poses with Maoris at Whakarewarewa in the photo
taken between 1896-99. The initials J.M. appear in the corner but neither
the photographer nor the individuals are identified. Courtesy of the Historical
Department, Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints.
ident, who assigned them in pairs in each district; the more experienced
missionary was named district president. Their ages varied in the earlier
periods from about seventeen to about forty. A few were married, but very
few brought their wives. Their income was what they had saved or what their
families sent them, often about $10 (about three pounds) a month. When
they arrived, they were immediately assigned to a district and instructed to
learn the language. It was a case of total immersion in the culture. Ezra T.
Stevenson describes his experience in this typical account: "I, not knowing
a word of greeting, was set down alone to find my way into a Maori village
How when those simple natives gathered round me [I] understand
their questions put in broken English, sat there and thought of what was
before me! Yet I was not unhappy or lonesome, but knew that I had come
to do God's work, and in my faithfulness He would continue as He had begun
to raise up friends for me."1
The missionaries did not find it easy to adjust to this new environment.
They usually lived with the local Maori branch president, sleeping on the
'Australasian Mission History 2:25 February 1890.
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floor and eating the local food. They struggled to find some way to avoid
attacks by fleas at night, but massive slaughter wreaked upon them one night
did not lessen the risk twenty-four hours later. They felt isolated. Often only
when they walked to town to post their mail or met up with another missionary, could they converse in English, since few Maori spoke English competently and other Europeans were not very friendly. They quickly learned
to hongi (rub noses in the traditional Maori greeting), although they found
it uncomfortable. They learned to be grateful for their kai (food), recognizing
that "in fact our acceptance here as Maori missionaries depends somewhat
on our ability to eat the food provided."1 It was all too much for some.
President Ezra Richards had to rebuke an elder who complained that he
didn't like Maori people, didn't want to learn a new language, and was driven
to distraction by fleas.2 One Maori leader was "somewhat offended because
Brother [John Burton?] would not rub noses with him. Wanted to know if
his nose was holy."3 Some elders could not develop the necessary adaptability
and were sent home; others gritted their teeth and survived for a year or
two.4
Yet many of them succeeded, too. Piripi Te Maari-o-te-rangi, the great
Wairarapa rangatira, describing why he became a Latter-day Saint, emphasized
that there was something very appealing about this style of mission:
Two strange men came to our home. They were unheralded by any pomp
or display. They were not so much as dressed in the ordinary gown and
tall hat worn by our preachers There was something very different
about them from our ministers. We have been in the habit of building
homes for our preachers, and fed them a little better than the ordinary
folks; but when these things were offered to these two preachers from a
strange land... they said: "No, we are your fellow servants, we are here
to do you service, your equals, not your superiors. Let us eat with you,
and of what you eat."5
'Herbert Cutler writing from Whangaroa, Bay of Islands, 11 November 1890 in Australasian
Mission History 2:11 November 1890, quoting Deseret Weekly News, 42:153- The chronological
mission history, compiled about 1900, collates Utah newspaper clippings and other sources,
inserting them at the date of the event or writing, rather than at the date of publication and giving
a brief indication of the source. Thus, the mission history for a given date frequently uses a source
with an incomplete reference that is later in date.
2
Clara Richards, They Conquered by Faith: A Biography of Ezra and Amanda Richards (Bountiful, Utah: Horizon Publishers, 1978), 55-60.
'William Douglass, Journal Notes, 28 July 1891. Pacific Manuscripts Bureau microfilm # 118,
Research School of Pacific Studies, Australian National University, Canberra, Australia.
4
E.g., W. S. Reid, mentioned in Australasian Mission History, 2:29 December 1889.
5
In Hunt, Zion in New Zealand, 18.
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This is an idealized account, of course, and the missionary journals
convey a strong sense of culture shock. Furthermore, identification with the
Maori was as much a matter of survival as a matter of policy. Nelson Spicer
Bishop, from Fillmore, Utah, who served a mission 1886-89, commented in
his journal: "If you don't sit with them you won't learn their language, and
[you] lose their goodwill, and without that, what influence? When in Rome,
do as the Romans do. In Maoridom take things as you can get them and try
to make yourself agreeable, and when an opportunity affords itself to teach
them the better way, improve it, and do it kindly, for they despise a grumbler.''l
Thus, this cultural identification was to an extent forced onto the missionaries,
for they had no resources to find another way to live. Matthew Cowley, who
served as a missionary from 1914 to 1919 and as mission president from
1938 to 1945 believed so totally in the philosophy of identification that he
urged against hasty attempts to make converts. He told his Maori friend, Wi
Duncan of Dannevirke: "We have the salvation of the Maori on our hands,
and it is therefore imperative that our kaumatua [elders] study the Maori, his
mind, characteristics, likes and dislikes. Of course missionaries do not remain
long enough to do the greatest amount of good and to study the natives as
they should
The most important factor of missionary work is not so much
the making of converts as the making of friends."2 This policy only slowly
evolved from a basis of necessity, and from observing how John W. Kaueleinamoku, a Hawaiian elder who served a mission from 1888 to 1890, had
a much greater influence over fellow Polynesians than didAmericans.3 Although
it is not clear how early a policy of identification was adopted, learning the
Maori language was recognized as crucial to the mission strategy. By the
1880s, few Pakeha bothered to learn the native tongue, yet not many Maori
knew more than a smattering of English and did not want to discuss spiritual
issues in that tongue. Mormon elders would buy a Maori grammar written
by William Leonard Williams, the Anglican bishop of Waiapu, and spend up
to forty hours a week struggling to learn sentence forms and vocabulary; but
their results were helped by their immersion in the culture. Although many
remained incompetent at expressing more than greetings, others within six
months were preaching in Maori, even if their congregations initially found
'Nelson Spicer Bishop, Diary 2:108-12 (17 June 1887), typescript 1948, Special Collections,
Harold B. Lee Library, Brigham Young University, Provo, Utah.
2
Henry A. Smith, Matthew Cowley: Man of Faith (Salt Lake City: Bookcraft, 1954), 60, 68.
'Australasian Mission History 2:27 May 1888.
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the sermons rather amusing. The best-loved missionaries were always the
best linguists.1
THE FACTOR OF GENEALOGY

The tradition in Maori society of hospitality to manihera (strangers) who
come in peace no doubt also assisted the process of initial contact. The elders
were normally welcomed when they came to new marae and were, like any
minister, invited to lead the daily karakia (prayers). Maori were often fascinated to hear new things and this made them want to hear an explanation
for the restored gospel.2 Hospitality sometimes went to extraordinary lengths.
Catering for Mormon hui (conferences) was often provided by those of
different religious backgrounds so that members could attend the meetings;
and in 1897, a non-Mormon rangatira, Tamahau, built a huge house for the
Wairarapa conference.3
Yet hospitality does not mean persuasion. What was it that the rangatira
and other members saw in the message? What about the Mormon message
was appealing in competition with the other religious traditions at that time?
Historians in search of a simple general explanation have pointed to the
correspondence between the Maori emphasis on whakapapa (family tree)
and whanau (enlarged family unit) and the Mormon emphasis on genealogy
and family and church community. These reasons are, however, in my opinion, quite unsatisfactory. It is true that the Mormon faith encourages the
baptism by proxy of ancestors, but this approach required precise genealogical records quite unlike the Maori use of recited whakapapa to preserve
family mythology and mana (spiritual power). The elders tried regularly to
encourage interest in genealogy; but few Maori made the pilgrimage to the
Hawaiian Temple when it was built, and the building of the temple in Hamilton
has been described as part of a strategy to make Maori more consistent
Mormons.4 Nor did the elders in the early periods particularly emphasize
J

J. S. Nye, Missionary Journal has particularly vivid accounts of language learning; see, e.g.,
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uses the argument of genealogical interest (in Hunt, Zion in New Zealand, 20), but Barker, "The
Connexion," 77,123 notes the lack of interest.
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the important of families —that has been a more recent development; nor
was the family structure threatened in Maori society at the time.
RESPONSES BY TRIBES AND CHIEFS

A far more obvious factor is that the restored gospel found sponsors
within the Maori community. No nineteenth-century Maori movement, religious or cultural, ever overrode the tribal structure. Individual responses
were possible outside the tribal framework, but converts like those baptized
in 1881 cut themselves off from their tribal communities. If we want to know
why the Waikato community failed, one factor is surely that, after the first
Waikato baptisms, the missionaries received enquiries for information from
the local rangatira yet they followed up that interest with just one letter. In
a tribal society, new religions need to be tribal movements if they are to
achieve long-term success, as even the early Evangelical missionaries to New
Zealand eventually realized.
The Mormon revival in 1883-84 was dependent on the conversion of
a number of influential rangatira. In the Wairarapa, the first Maori converts
were Ihaia Hopu Te Whakamairu and Manihera Te Whenuanui Rangitakaiwaho, who were baptized on 21 July 1883. Ihaia was a notable Ngati Kahungunu rangatira who had possibly served in the ministry of the Church of
England.1 He served as president of a branch at Te Ore Ore until his death
three years later. Manihera was the rangatira of Papawai and the first patron
of the preachers, but he waited until they had proved their loyalty to him
and until Ihaia had responded before he agreed to baptism. In August 1883,
Manihera became president of the first Wairarapa branch, at Papawai.2 Ihaia
also influenced Piripi Te Maari, the great Ngati Kahungunu rangatira from
Waiotapu, who was famous for his efforts to preserve the lands of the Wairarapa hapu. Piripi delayed his baptism until 2 June 1887 but was a patron of
the message from late 1883.3 His advocacy of Mormon doctrines and his
'Obituary by Edwin C. Davis in Australian Mission History 2:27 April 1886, quoting Deseret
News, 1886, p. 603. D. T. Barry's list of Maori clergy, prepared for the Church Missionary Society
in 1905 and made available to me by R. M. Meha of the Dictionary of New Zealand Biography
Unit, Wellington, does not list him. The first Maori clergy were ordained in 1855, so the tradition
of his forty years' ministry in the Church of England, reported in Davis's obituary, is unlikely.
2
Australasian Mission History 2:26 August 1883; Greenwood, Journal, 21 July and 26 August
1883.
3
Dictionary of New Zealand Biography, edited by W. H. Oliver (Wellington: Allen & Unwin,
1990), 1:467-48; Greenwood, Journal, 30 August 1883.
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constant preaching influenced many others until his death in 1895, after which
Mormon support in Wairarapa declined.
Tribal links and the sponsorship of rangatira explain much of the impact
further up the east coast of the North Island. Hohepa Otene Meihana, the
rangatira of Taonoke who had invited the missionaries to Hawke's Bay, probably had tribal links with Ngati Kahungunu; and Piripi Te Maari had been
raised on Mahia peninsula and had returned to Wairarapa only in the 1850s,
so the missionaries had an excellent introduction to the rangatira of the hapu
of Ngati Kahungunu in this peninsula. Hirini Te Rito Whaanga was the son
of the famous rangatira Ihaka Whaanga, whose death in 1875 ended his
domination of the peninsula.1 Ihaia Te Whakamairu accompanied the preachers as they journeyed further north, and his presence probably explains the
conversion of Henry Potae, son-in-law to Manihera and an important rangatira
in his own right.2 Overall the message made little impact among the Ngati
Porou people of the east coast but flourished among their neighbours, Ngati
Kahungunu. In many cases, minor rangatira or younger and disaffected sons
of strong rangatira embraced the movement. As examples, one may cite
Pukeroa Te AweAwe of Hawke's Bay (a relation of the great Te Peeti Te
AweAwe), and Taramana Mita of Northland (president of the Kirikiri Branch).3
In the Waikato, the domination of the Maori "king movement" was such that
the king's lack of sympathy meant that access to the Waikato tribes was virtually
prohibited in the early years.4
A church which attracted its membership through its rangatira members
faced delicate problems in dealing with them. Such leaders were not beyond
seeing themselves as having a privileged position in the Church's development. Otene Meihana of Hawke's Bay was, from the first, convinced that the
elders and he had a reciprocal relationship. Shortly after he was baptized,
he seized control of a priesthood meeting and, when the elders withdrew,
sent them a deputation, threatening to withdraw from the Church if his
demands were not met.5 Otene did not carry out this threat because he
1
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needed the elders for a basis of his authority as much as they needed him,
but his pugnaciousness remained. Two years later, N. S. Bishop found that
"President Otene here, studies the Bible nearly all the time
When he
learns something then he questions the Elders to catch them to show his
smartness, and very often he is considerable off. He is touched by the big
head and if one does not know the language real well there is no use to try
to convince him he is rong."1 Four years later, William Douglass and John
Burton had serious problems with Otene and required him to repent, but
Otene chose rather to blame Burton.2
Correcting prominent men who had brought followers into the movement was a delicate responsibility. Pukeroa Te AweAwe's excommunication
for horse racing was a painful experience for all concerned.3 President Ezra
Richards eventually ruled that only the mission president could excommunicate a chief.4
OPPOSITION TO THE RESTORED GOSPEL

This picture of chiefly support and its consequences must be balanced
by an analysis of the ferocious opposition with which other chiefs confronted
the Saints. Often these episodes can best be interpreted as a tribal response
to an unwelcome intrusion from outside. In 1886 a number of prominent
rangatira of Ngati Porou condemned the Mormons in a public meeting with
the Native Minister, John Ballance, although two other rangatira, Anera Te
Kahaki and John A. Jury, leapt to their defense.5 The most dramatic attack on
the missionaries came at Te Kawakawa, near East Cape, that same year. While
the missionaries were absent, the Maori Saints were bound, their Bibles
confiscated, and two houses destroyed; they were forbidden to hold meetings.
When two of the missionaries returned to help, they were tied to a fence for
three days.6 Two contributing causes of this incident may be identified. First,
the Mormons lacked permission from the local rangatira, Te Hati Hokamau,
to make converts in the area. Even where rangatira had no intention of
>N. S. Bishop, Diary, 2:105-10 (15 June 1887).
Douglass, Journal Notes, 16, 19 June, 22 July, and 4 November 1891; Australasian Mission
History, 2:4 and 8 November 1891.
'Australasian Mission History, 3:3 August 1894.
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becoming converts, they were often willing to tolerate the movement; without
at least this minimal consent, successful proselyting was not possible. Second,
the local Maori Anglican minister, Mohi Turei, was angered by the growth
of the Mormons and their threat to his own status. The result was a court
case in which Maori Mormons received rough justice.1
The combination of the two forces, chief and minister, is significant. In
the Waikato, such a combination of opponents effectively stopped the growth
of the Church.2 Of the two, the most bitter opponent was the local Anglican
clergy. Mihinare (Anglican) ministers did not confine themselves to warnings
but complained to the Native Ministry of the government.3
MORMON AND ANGLICAN CONFLICT

Why was the Mihinare church so resolute an opponent of the Saints?
The answer may seem obvious; but we must also realise that in the years
after 1880, the European missionaries had been forced to leave their Maori
flocks. The Maori ministers who remained received little financial support
from the European community, and little spiritual leadership from the diocesan bishops. Its native ministers thus faced a period of intense hardship.
Many of its former members who converted to Mormonism seem to have
enjoyed criticising and mocking the native ministers. "It was as good as a
theater," wrote William Douglass with unchristian relish after one fierce
encounter between the Anglican ministers and Mormon Maori converts.4 In
a lively discussion at the beginning of the Hawke's Bay revival in 1884, Maori
investigators told elders that the native ministers had not explained the
meaning of the Bible, had pandered to the rich, and were lazy. "When the
white man came here first he brought the gun to shoot the Maori. Next he
brought the gospel to shoot the Maori and his land. But the gospel which
you bring shoots the kings, governors, ministers, churches and all."5 The
Australasian Mission History, 2:20 August 1888, citingDeseretNews, 24 October 1888, p. 1122,
and Mission Record A, pp. 61, 73 (appendix to Mission History).
2
Australasian Mission History, 2:19 January 1885, quoting Deseret News (1885), p. 140; Church
Gazette (published by the Church of England, Diocese of Auckland) February 1901, p. 37 and
May 1903, pp. 92-93.
Australian Mission History 2:11 March 1887, quoting Heber Sears, Letter from Muriwai, New
Zealand, 11 March 1887, published in the Deseret News, no date given.
4
Douglass, Journal Notes, 20 May 1894.
'Australasian Mission History 2:11 April 1884, quoting letter of Alma Greenwood, 11 April
1884, published in Deseret News (1884), p. 578. See also Douglass, Journal Notes, 10 September
1891.
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Mihinare church was very vulnerable to criticism — and criticise it the Mormon
elders did. They began to attend Anglican services and collect evidence of
their own of how its Maori ministers stumbled through written prayers,
expected to be paid and given land, and often lacked moral standards and
direction. In strident sermons, they labelled the ministers "hireling priests"
and contrasted themselves as "unpaid servants of the people."1
MORMONS AND THE ISSUE OF MAORI LAND

The enthusiastic response of Maori audiences to the Mormon elders'
accounts of "corrupt" Christianity deserves careful consideration. The elders
noted the unusual fluidity of belief among some Maori Anglicans. A Maori
leader told Alma Greenwood at Papawai in April 1883 that "the
people... were in confusion in matters of religion, some believing one way
and some another
People were wavering in their belief and did not know
what to do."2 There is evidence that this wavering was provoked by problems
more serious than their ministers' style. The key issue was land grievances.
Land was a highly sensitive issue in the years after the New Zealand
wars of the 1860s and 1870s, and Maori tended to blame the Mihinare church
for the loss of their lands, since its ministers had advocated the Treaty of
Waitangi and then backed the British army. Missionaries were often told:
"You taught us to look up to heaven and stole the land from under our feet."
The Mormon elders noted this attitude but did not realise how deeply it
affected religious attitudes.3 In fact a protest against the Mihinare church was
almost always a political statement about the loss of land. The Parihaka incident
of 1881, when the government evicted followers of the "prophet" Te Whiti
who resisted the sale of land in his village in South Taranaki, further heightened this concern; and twenty years later, a Methodist minister noted "the
influence of Parihaka still keeps many of the best men in opposition to the
Gospel, and I much fear these, in many ways fine fellows, will die in opposition
to the race that 'took their land.' "4
The Maori tribes who responded to the Mormon message felt strongly
1
Australian Mission History 2:6 December 1880, quoting George Batt, Letter to Deseret Weekly
News 29:679 (1880); Sears letter (see note 54); Australasian Mission History 2:9 January 1882).
2
Greenwood, Journal, 5 April 1883.
3
Australian Mission History 23 May 1888, quoting letter by Elias Johnson published in Deseret
News, 23 May 1888, p. 294.
4
Wesleyan Methodist Church, Home Mission and Church Extension Fund Report, 1903, 12.
Published in Auckland; copies in Methodist Archives, Christchurch New Zealand.
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on this issue. It is significant that the Kotahitanga "native parliament" was
based for part of the 1890s in Papawai and its premier, Hamiora Mangai
Kahia, a native lawyer, was a Mormon.1 Manihera on occasion voiced his
hostility to the Queen and the government in front of the missionaries.2
There is no evidence that the Mormon elders ever spoke out against
the settlers' seizure of the lands. Missionaries occasionally attended gatherings
of Maori which were discussing land grievances; and once, while Alma Greenwood waited for a lunchtime adjournment of a land meeting in Papawai to
get an opportunity to preach, the Maori delegate to Britain, Sydney D. Tawhango, showed him a copy of the treaty and Maori correspondence with
the British monarch during the 1830s. Benjamin Goddard gave a lantern
lecture in the Maori Parliament whare (house) at Papawai,3 and meetings of
the land court often provided an opportunity for Mormon preachers; yet
almost all the elders seem to have been unaware of the issues at stake.4 They
seem not to have realised that land grievances had a direct impact on Church
membership.
It was not that the land issue turned Maori towards the Latter- day Saints
but rather that it dented the credibility of the Mihinare church. While the
LDS elders' records are silent on the subject, Maori oral tradition indicates
that specific grievances with the Anglican church encouraged the secession
of some of its members to the Latter-day Saints. In Porirua, lands had been
given to the Anglican church for a Maori college. In a historic court case
over these lands (Wi Parata v. the Bishop of Wellington, 1877) Judge Prendegast ruled that the Treaty of Waitangi was null and void and that therefore
the uses of the land could be changed. The wholesale secession of the Porirua
Maori community to the Latter-day Saints was no doubt in large part a result
of this ruling. Similar factors probably explain the original breakthrough in
the Wairarapa.5 Consequently, almost all of the converts to the Mormon
Church in its early years had previously been Anglican, even Anglican clergy.6
'Australasian Mission History 2:6 September 1892, quoting letter by Benjamin Goddard published in the Deseret News 45:494.
2
Greenwood, Journal, 10 October 1883.
3
New Zealand Mission History 2:20 March 1900.
"Australasian Mission History 2:30 December 1883 (Waikato); 25 March 1888 (Wairoa Land
Court); 27 May 1888 and 17 August 1890 (Hawke's Bay).
'Barker, "The Connexion," 45.
"•Australasian Mission History, 2:18 January 1885; G. V. Butterworth, "The Establishment of
the Maori Bishopric." cl980. Unpublished manuscript, unpaginated. Copy in my possession.
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Why did they turn from the Church of England to the Latter-day Saints?
Maori rangatira may have taken the view that adopting an American religion
was a way to snub the British, but the preachers did not emphasize this
response and the only early LDS missionary who published remarks on this
subject was Benjamin Goddard.1 As Americans, most Mormons were proud
of their republic (except when it attacked Mormon polygamists); and in one
classic case, elders in the Manawatu district celebrated Utah's pioneer day
by raising the Stars and Stripes over a marae and describing it as a sign of
"advancing Maoridom."2 There is no record of Mormons talking about the
dispossession of American Indians from their lands when they identified
native Americans as descendants of Book of Mormon peoples.3
THE SAINTS AND INDEPENDENT MAORI RELIGIONS

The positive movement towards the restored gospel needs more explaining. Among Maori, the religious options were of course by no means
restricted to the Mihinare church and the Mormons. In different locations,
a great variety of religious leaders had a following. While the Anglican church
remained dominant, the fastest-growing groups were adherents of the various
Maori prophets. Pai Marire did not survive the war period of the 1860s and
1870s; but Te Kooti's religion, Ringatu, had an extensive following throughout
the east coast where the Mormon preachers were also active. It is sometimes
claimed that the Mormons "took over" from Te Kooti, but in fact many other
prophets emerged after him.4 These prophets were much more attractive to
the majority of Maori than the Mormon elders. The two ways were so different
that, in the early years, few followers switched between the two forms of
religion. On the west coast, the principal leader viewed as a prophet was Te
Whiti. A visit to his home at Parihaka by the excitable J. P. Sorenson was such
a disaster that he shook the dust off his feet as he left. It was because Te
Australian Mission History 2:26 November 1892 quoting letter by Benjamin Goddard published in Deseret News, 48:172.
2
Australasian Mission History 3:6 August 1894, quoting letter by Benjamin Goddard in Deseret
News, 49:396.
3
Newby, Journal, 98 (20 April 1885).
4
B. Elsmore, Manafrom Heaven: A Century of Maori Prophets in New Zealand (Tauranga,
New Zealand: Moana Press, 1989). For another reference to the Mormon role, see Barber, "Another
Look at the History of the Church of Latter- day Saints in New Zealand."
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Whiti was so strong an influence in Taranaki that the Mormon missionaries
gained no following there.1
Other prophets were rarely interested in the Saints. While one Maori
prophet, Matiu, was converted at Whakaoutu, this was an unusual event.2 At
Waipawa a prophet was able to inhibit Mormon access to the marae. In a
great debate on religion at Papawai in 1888, the Anglican and Catholic debaters
eventually withdrew, leaving only the Hau Hau (Ringatu followers of Te Kooti)
and the Mormons; and a crucial argument of the Hau Hau speaker was that
when God was ready to give the Maori a religion, he would do so direct and
not through Pakeha people. The LDS elders eventually gave up the debate
too. They subsequently found that villages which sympathised with Te Kooti
would not receive them.3 Ihaka Whaanga had gained a reputation as a strong
opponent of the prophets before he became a Mormon; and it may be argued
that his attraction to Mormonism lay in the fact that to follow them meant
accepting some ties with Western society while making one's own choice
about the form of Christianity espoused.
THE APPEAL OF THE "HOUSE OF ISRAEL" DOCTRINE

This analysis does not imply that the Mormons had nothing in common
with other new religious traditions among the Maori. On the contrary, Mormon doctrines overlapped extensively with those of other religions. This is
evident, for example, in the Mormon view that the Maori like other Polynesian
(but not Melanesian people) were Lamanites, members of the house of Israel
and cousins to the native North Americans.4 Therefore, the elders of Zion
offered to the Maori people an identity in their new scripture—the Book of
Mormon.
Most Maori had, in fact, identified themselves with Israel for many years.
This identification lay at the heart of many of the Maori independent religions;
1
Australasian Mission History, 2:30 August 1885; New Zealand Mission History, 1:12 January
1899; N. S. Bishop, Diary, 3:244- 45; Douglass, Journal Notes, 7 October 1893.
2
Bromley, Journal 2:49, 56, 99 (6 and 20 March, 18 and 20 June 1881); Sorenson, Journal,
6:18-28 (12-17 June 1881); Australasian Mission History 2:3 November 1884 (Matiu).
'Australian Mission History 2:20 March 1888 quoting letter from Ezra T. Stevenson published
in Deseret News, 20 April 1888, p. 408; Australasian Mission History 2:23 February 1890 and 9
April 1892; Bishop, Diary, 3:254-58 (3-6 March 1888).
4
Ibid.; N. Douglas, "The Sons of Lehi and the Seed of Cain: Racial Myths in Mormon Scripture
and Their Relevance to the Pacific Islands," Journal of Religious History 8, no. 1 (June 1974):
100.
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but it had originally been introduced by some of the Protestant missionaries,
including Thomas Kendall, the first Anglican missionary teacher. The Reverend Richard Taylor had developed the thesis in his book Te Ika a Maull
Although the view had lost ground in the European world, theories about
Maori racial origins continued to be a subject of speculation. However, these
theories more often posited an Aryan ancestry for Polynesians. Mormons
were interested by the theories of Edward Tregear and Percy Smith and
continued to cite them long after they had lost academic respectability.2 The
restored gospel provided a scriptural justification for racial theories. It associated the Mormon message with the popular Maori desire to "locate"
themselves in the Bible. It was the manner in which the argument was
developed, rather than the doctrine itself, which marked the Mormons out
as distinctive.
The idea that Maori were of the house of Israel inspired some missionaries who hoped to be responsible for the conversion of God's covenant
people.3 It also heightened Maori interest in the Mormon message. At Papawai, Alma Greenwood gathered information from Manihera about Maori
traditions and, in his sermons, interpreted them as indications that Maori
ancestors came from Jerusalem, tracing their origins back through Fiji and
Hawaii to America and thence to the Holy Land.4 President W. T. Stewart,
speaking in Maori at the 1885 conference, declared on the basis of Jeremiah
16 that the Lord who had scattered Israel was now proposing to gather them.5
When missionaries wanted to get support for translating the Book of Mormon,
they emphasized that "it was a history of God's dealings with their forefathers."6
The Maori obviously appreciated the interest the elders showed in their
traditions. When the elders arrived in Hawke's Bay, local Maori interrogated
'See J. Binney, The Legacy of Guilt: A Life of Thomas Kendall (Auckland: Oxford University
Press, 1968), 131- 33; Elsmore, Manafrom Heaven, pp 63-66; K. Sorrenson, "How to Civilise
Savages," New Zealand Journal of History 9, no. 2 (October 1975): 98,108.
2
W. A. Cole and E. W. Jensen, Israel in the Pacific (Salt Lake City: Genealogical Society, 1961),
20 ff.
3
Richards, They Conquered by Faith, 59.
4
Greenwood, Journal, 15 May and 13 October 1883; Australasian Mission History 2:15 September 1883.
'Australasian Mission History 2:18 January 1885.
6
Ibid., 2:6 April 1888.
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them on the subject of the Maori relationship with Israel.1 This emphasis was
quickly noted by outside observers.2 The subject also appealed to Maori
Mormon preachers. Piripi Te Maari waxed eloquent on it;3 and an 1892 address
by Ngawawaea Poipoi tracing the ancestors of the Maori back to Abraham,
was noted as the most popular talk of the Te Rahu conference.4 On another
occasion, a congregation of Maori at Te Mahia "listened to" Poipoi "with
breathless interest" as he reviewed the history of the American Israelites and
how Maori inherited their dark skin because of the disobedience of their
ancestors.5 Maori Mormons seem to have accepted the prophecy in the Book
of Mormon that they would receive white skins in a future dispensation.6
In some ways, the most curious aspect of the Israel doctrine was the
limited impact it had on the elders' practice. Jewish ancestry made the Maori
appealing converts, but the repeated attempts by various mission presidents
to attract a European audience indicates that Israel was seen as having no
more right to hear the gospel than the Europeans. Indeed, the LDS elders
took a fairly unflattering view of the Maori people and, in certain respects,
placed them on a lower rather than a higher plane than Europeans. "You
are needed far worse among the Maoris than among the Europeans," said
President Ezra Richards to a complaining missionary.7 Kate Paxman, the wife
of mission president William Paxman, commented on her arrival at Muriwai
in 1889: "It is simply wonderful how these poor ignorant Natives love the
elders who come to teach them. They fully appreciate their labors, but oh
how degraded they are and what a vast amount of teaching and training they
do need; it is indeed a labor of love and charity to come among them and
try to elevate them from their fallen condition."8 This attitude is little different
from that of the orthodox missionaries. Whenever they were conscious of
Maori responsiveness to their preaching, the LDS elders emphasized the
Maori heritage in Israel; but whenever they were annoyed with Maori, they
1

Australian Mission History 2:11 April 1884, quoting letter by Alma Greenwood published in
DeseretNews (1884), p. 578. See also Otene Meihana's comment in Newby, Journal, 75 (16 March
1885).
2
Church Gazette, March 1888, 26.
'Australasian Mission History 2:29 January 1893; Bishop, Diary, 3:252 (3 March 1888).
4
Australasian Mission History 2:8-10 April 1892. His name is given here as Nga wa ca.
5
Ibid., 3:6 April 1894, quoting a report on the Easter Conference of the New Zealand Mission
published in Deseret News, 48:680.
6
See Schwimmer, "Mormonism in a Maori Village," 7-8.
7
Richards, They Conquered by Faith, 59.
8
Kate Paxman, Missionary Journal, 47 (3 July 1889), MS d 6714, LDS Church Archives.
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This display of Maori tools, weapons, artifacts, and tattooed faces is prominently labeled, "The old order changeth." The photograph, taken between
1896 and 1899, is presumably by the "f.M." whose initials appear in the
comer with a photograph number. Courtesy of the Historical Department,
Church offesus Christ of Latter-day Saints.
emphasized that for their sins they had been tainted with the Lamanite curse
of a dark skin. Hurst in the 1870s felt that the Maori people in Wellington
were "such a drunken, low, corrupt set around here [that] I have been
ashamed to go near" them.1 "If ever I thought of home it was here among
such exceedingly dirty people," said William Douglass at Takapau.2 Alma
Greenwood, commenting on one of the early baptisms at Papawai, remarked
that light had dawned on the Maori, who
have wandered in gross darkness, sin, indolence and loathsomeness. [The
light was] even that same sweet influence which prompted their forefathers
to leave the land of Jerusalem. One's mind instantaneously reverts back
to the annals of the History of Ancient America, in which is portrayed the
wanderings, troubles and wars, prophecies and heavenly principles which
existed among the Aborigines of America. Also the wickedness and disobedience to the commandments of God, which affected and brought
about their state of degradation and savage condition.3
1

Hurst, Journal, 146 (26 March 1876).
Douglass, Journal Notes, 30 December 1891.
3
Greenwood, Journal, 1 February 1883.
2
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Maori Mormons were discouraged from immigrating to Zion in Utah,
except for wealthy tribal leaders like Hirini Te Whaanga, a very prominent
Maori chief who emigrated in 1894. Ezra Richards, who was mission president
in 1898, instructed his elders "to be careful as to how they spoke on emigration, and not to encourage it at present, but to strive earnestly to thoroughly
ground the saints in the Faith."1 While there were specific reasons for this
ruling, social factors also intervened. Neither the United States government,
the New Zealand government, nor the Church was prepared to encourage
a major Maori emigration for racial reasons.
A similar mix of faith and prudence is evident in ordinations to the
priesthood. One week after their baptism, Ihaia and Manihera were offered
ordination to the Aaronic Priesthood, and others followed when they agreed
to accept the Word of Wisdom and abstain from tobacco, alcohol, coffee, and
tea.2 As early as 1885, native missionaries were appointed, Otene Pomare
being the first.3 This may seem rather daring; and given the lax standards of
the first Maori ordained to the Aaronic Priesthood, perhaps it was, for it
impressed Maori followers, who remembered that the Mihinare church
waited twenty-five years before it ordained any Maori converts to the Anglican
priesthood. The Aaronic Priesthood did not carry anything like the status of
the Anglican ministry, but many Maori assumed that it did and were reluctant
to be ordained before knowing the commitment involved. They also showed
a marked lack of ambition to rise to the higher levels of the Melchizedek
Priesthood.4 For their part, the elders zealously guarded their right to choose
those to be ordained and were cautious in offering ordination to the higher
offices of the Aaronic Priesthood and particularly to the Melchizedek Priesthood. In the first sixty years of the Maori mission, only a tiny number of
Maori received ordination to the Melchizedek Priesthood.5 Only in the 1930s,
due to the decline in missionary numbers in the period of the Great Depression and World War II, was there an increase in the number of ordinations
'New Zealand Mission History, 1:14 February 1898.
Greenwood, Journal, 28-29 July 1883.
3
Australasian Mission History 2:30 August 1885.
4
This is evident in the lack of interest in ordination among the first group of converts in the
Waikato in 1883. See Australasian Mission History 2:17 and 18 February 1883; Schwimmer, "Mormonism in a Maori Village," 15-22.
'Barker, "The Connexion," 83; Schwimmer, "Mormonism in a Maori Village," 8-10. For
examples of tussles over the selection of candidates for ordination, see Newby, Journal, 114,130
(25 May and 5 July 1885).
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and a campaign to recruit Maori missionaries.1 In this respect, too, the Latterday Saints were not altogether dissimilar to the other churches, allowing for
their different racial balance and different structure of ministry.
A NEW AUTHORITY

The central message preached by the LDS elders was that Christianity,
which had been corrupted for hundreds of years, was now being restored.
The gospel focussed on the restoration of the unique order of the church.
Elders frequently gave a potted religious history illustrating that all churches
sprang from the same polluted Catholic stem.2 The Church of Jesus Christ
of Latter-day Saints is justly noted for the central place that it gives to organization and authority in religion, and this uniqueness was repeatedly emphasized in proselyting approaches.3 Ironically, this emphasis was very similar
to that of the Pikopiko (Catholic) church, and the description of the divinely
instituted order of the Latter-day Saints must have reminded hearers of Catholic preaching. The implication of the doctrine was that the Zion elders had
very considerable authority. Thus, the otherwise humble and young American
preachers were men of great significance, for Maori gave to their kaumatua
(elders) special veneration.4 When religious debates occurred, including that
at Papawai marae in March 1888, the authority vested in the Church was
apparently much admired.5 Such an approach undoubtedly did not appeal
to all Maori; for while the Maori community respected authority, it thought
of it as based on mana, not position. Some of the rangatira were willing to
respect the authority of the Church so long as it respected theirs, but there
were uneasy boundaries between the two. Otene Meihana once put Edward
Newby in his place, insisting, as Newby recorded in his journal, that he (Otene)
was "timuaki [i.e. authority, the same title that was used to designate the
mission president] in this district, and he didn't do certain things I said he
he'd [sic] done-called me a liar. I said if he didn't retract I'd report him to
x
Te Karere, May 1934, 236; see also "Native Maoris as Missionaries,"/mprcweme«f Era 20
(December 1916): 178.
2
For example, see Bishop, Diary, 2:133 (12 August 1887).
3
See, for example, Ngawawaea Poipoi of Nuhaka at Mahia Conference, Australasian Mission
History 3:7 September 18954
J. S. Abbott, Diary, 22 December 1892, Pacific Manuscripts Bureau MF # 119.
5
Bishop, Diary, 3:254-56 (3-5 March 1888); Australasian Mission History 2:20 March 1888,
quoting Deseret News, 20 April 1888, p. 408.
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President Stewart and cut him off. He said he'd cut me off."1 William Douglass
was horrified to find that one chief had the audacity to make the presidents
of two branches who were sick confess their sins to him so that he could
pray for their healing and restoration.2 No Maori was appointed district president until the 1930s when the supply of Utah elders dried up. In the view
of the elders, Americans alone seemed to be adequate guardians of the pure
gospel.
THE RESTORATION OF PROPHECY

In some respects, the Latter-day Saints were quite like the independent
prophetic movements. A key feature of the restored Church and the restored
apostolate was the renewal of the prophetic gift. Evidence of prophecy led
people to the Church. Many individual followers reported divine guidance
by means of prophecies and dreams authenticating the restored gospel. The
breakthrough at Waikato in 1882 was assisted when a Maori recollected a
dream of the Apostle Peter accompanied by helpers. Bromley noted: "After
telling the dream the Maori said when I saw you... the dream came fresh
to my mind, and a firm impression was made upon my understanding that
you were the men that the Apostle Peter was working with."3 Piripi te Maari
told Greenwood of a strange dream the next year: "I saw a big meeting and
lots of people in it. I was in the meeting and preached how bad things come
to New Zealand to destroy the land and people he said. Three times a man
was standing close to [me] who [was] very mild and sorry. When I looked at
him he came to me and shook hands with me." Piripi saw a timely visit to
him by Manihera and the two elders as the fulfillment of this dream.4 Many
descendants of the early members of the Church recount similar visions
received by their ancestors. The grandfather of one of the best-known of
Maori Mormons in later years, Stuart Meha, was sick in the attic while his
daughter, Mere Te Hau, was talking to the missionaries below. He asked,
"Where is this great light lighting up the room?" and this experience confirmed the missionaries' words to her. Other stories tell of the fulfillment of
dreams about a new book of truth or about religious leaders who raised
their hands to pray.5
'Newby, Journal, 131-32 (6 July 1885).
Douglass, Journal Notes, 9 February 1892.
3
Bromley, Journal 3:16 (25 December 1882).
4
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On a larger scale, the Mormon elders laid claim to certain of the widely
known prophecies about the future of Maoridom. Many rangatira claimed a
gift of insight; and in the course of the nineteenth century, the troubled
history of the tribes had led to many visions of the future. The mana of a
great leader like Te Whiti or Te Kooti was related to his prophetic insights.
Consider the case of Paora Te Potangaroa of the Wairarapa, a native prophet,
Te Potangaroa, whose words are often claimed by Latter-day Saints. He had
gained a great reputation in his area as a leader and had begun to reinterpret
Christianity in Maori terms. His prophecies over a number of years in the
late 1870s predicted the future of the land and the people in traditional and
Christian language. Then at the opening of the Nga-Tau-e-Waru whare at Te
Ore Ore on 16 March 1881, he showed the vast crowd a symbolical flag and
pronounced a prophecy about the future of the Maori people. He made
various prophetic utterances in the next two months before he died. One of
his prophecies, uttered on 9 April 1881, said: "There is a religious denomination coming for us; perhaps it will come from the sea, perhaps it will
emerge here. Secondly, let the churches into the house—there will be a time
when a religion will emerge for you and I and the Maori people."1
This prophecy is capable of several interpretations; and in the 1920s,
the Ratana church seized control of the whare and the symbols of the prophecy; but in December 1883, Te Ore Ore became the setting for the second
Maori branch organized in the Wairarapa after Papawai, and many Maori at
that time obviously saw the Mormon preaching as the fulfillment of prophecy.
The American elders, on the other hand, appreciated the importance of the
prophecy only some years later.2 Mormons have also claimed their church
as the fulfillment of Te Toira of Mahia's prophecy given around 1830 of the
uncertain fate awaiting the Ngati Maru people and of the birth of its future
heirs, but non-Mormon accounts of the text of this prophecy are not so
reminiscent of the words of Te Potangaroa, and the prophecy was interpreted
of Meha's prophecy; see also Barker, "The Connexion," 34. For other accounts, I am grateful to
Alan Hippolyte and Brownie Hamon, both now of Palmerston North.
'For the translation used and discussion, see Elsmore, Mana from Heaven, 278-88. See also
Dictionary of New Zealand Biography 1:480-81.
2
For accounts of this prophecy recorded by missionaries, see Greenwood, Journal, 5 April
and 16 August 1883; Newby, Journal, 39-40 (2 February 1885); Australasian Mission History 2:6
April 1890, quoting DeseretNews 40:733. See also Barker, "The Connexion," 6,33,46, and Matthew
Cowly, "Maori Chief Predicts Coming of L.D.S." Improvement Era (September 1950): 696-97;
Britsch, Unto the Island of the Sea, 274-76; Hunt, Zion in New Zealand, 9-11.
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by most Maori as a prediction of the emergence of Te Kooti, so it cannot
have helped establish the Mormon Church.1
The Mormon citation of prophecy satisfied many Maori. The lack of
recognition of spiritual sight and the voice of God was a serious deficiency
in the Mihinare church, although one should note that somewhat similar
prophecies drew people to orthodox Christianity in the 1820s and 1830s.
Mormons also offered an interpretation of the Bible (particularly the Old
Testament and the book of Revelation) which probably appealed to the Maori
interest in symbolical textual readings.2 Passionate and fanciful exegesis of
the Bible by Maori Saints (for example, rejecting Mihinare baptism because
making the sign of the cross over a person was to consign the person to the
evil power of the cross) reflected the way in which Maori interpreted stories
of their own past.3
In 1889 the huge task of translating the Book of Mormon was undertaken
in circumstances regarded as miraculous.4 While its accounts of Israel in
America fascinated many Maori, it is difficult to judge the extent to which it
became part of Maori literature. Probably the poor quality of the translation
inhibited its acceptance. It is curious that there was quite strong opposition
to the publication by some Maori Mormons, partly because they were expected to meet much of the expense just as they had for projects in the
traditional churches, but also because at least one critic "did not believe the
book to be true that it was the work of white men."5 Not all Maori wanted
their prophecy to come from abroad. Hoani A. Jury (Te Whatahoro) lent
some assistance in the early stages of the translation, and this was potentially
significant, since he had in the 1850s served as a scribe to the noted Wairarapa
prophet Te Matorohanga; but the inadequacy of his English meant that the
task of translating the Book of Mormon was taken over by a team of missionaries.6
barker, The Connexion, 46; "Hirini Whaanga, A Maori Prophet," Juvenile Instructor 37
(1902): 152-53, as quoted in Britsch, Unto the Islands of the Sea, 272-73. Whaanga was from
Mania; and Te Toira's grandson, Teira Marutu, became Mormon, a fact not mentioned in his entry
in the Dictionary of New Zealand Biography 1:463.
2
Douglass, Journal Notes, April 1891.
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"Richards, They Conquered by Faith, 23-25.
'Australasian Mission History 2:6 April 1888; Bishop, Diary 3:283 (9 April 1888); Nye, Journal,
87-88 (18 November 1888).
^Dictionary of New Zealand Biography 1:214-15; Australian Mission History 2:23 February
1886.
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Having admitted the validity of present prophecy, the Latter-day Saints
soon found that few Maori were willing to assess either the principle or the
content of their personal prophecies in the light of the revelations of the
Church. The same tohunga (spiritual healers) who identified the divine status
of the Church continued to find other sources of authority. Warnings against
the local prophets became very common in the Church conferences of the
1890s.1 Hone Paerata, a rangatira and branch president, was disciplined for
recognizing non-LDS prophecies in 1898; and Haimona Potiti was excommunicated at Waikato District Conference in 1899 for apostacy "in that the
man claimed to be a prophet, at this time it was upon the South Island."2
THE EVIDENCE OF HEALING

The same complex factors of reaction were evident in the Church's
emphasis that the restored gospel restored the power to heal. The early
missionaries were extremely active in administrations (anointing the sick
with oil). Cox's healing of Miriama Rotorama, who was thought to be dead,
was obviously important in encouraging Maori to respond to the preaching
in Waotu.3 Many, many other stories could be told; for example, the Hawaiian
elder John Kauleinamoku sent a note to the father of a sick girl assuring him
in the name of the Lord that his daughter would recover.4 President Ezra
Richards in a Maori community deeply affected by illness touched the sick
without fear—although he sometimes changed his clothes afterwards.5 A few
but not all of these healings were instantaneous; but in other cases, the
frequency of the administrations showed the caring concern of the missionaries. Exorcisms of demons were also not uncommon, since many sicknesses
had a component of witchcraft, causing "mate Maori" (sickness leading to
death without physical causes).6
Religion and healing have always been associated in the Maori mind,
x
For example, Australasian Mission History 2:11 June 1893; Douglass, Journal Notes, 23 July
1891.
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59.
'Australasian Mission History 2:17 March 1883.
4
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5
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because of the traditional role of the tohunga; and the early Protestant missionaries took great interest in the sick although they did not seek miraculous
cures.1 In a community where the death rate was so high that most people
expected the Maori race to die out, the elders' administrations were virtually
a trial of their doctrine and a power encounter with the tohunga of the Maori
community, to ascertain who had divine authority. Initially the elders won
great respect for their successes. However, in the 1890s, there was concern
among the elders about the new rise of the tohunga. Some Mormons complained that the elders had lost their former power. In the Wairarapa, Bishop
reported a bitter comment from a Maori member that "did not think the
people now of our church had the power that they anchiently had. I says
was not your wife cured by the priesthood. Yes, says he, but you elders lay
hands on the sick and they are not cured."2 Evidence that members were
resorting to the tohunga for cures caused deep concern, and the tohunga
were repeatedly attacked by Utah elders. Five members were excommunicated at Takapau in 1894 for consulting the tohunga, and all other branches
were warned at the same time.3 In Maori history, this period was notable for
a rising influence of the tohunga; and in 1909, to the pleasure of the elders,
Parliament enacted the Suppression of Tohungas Act to reduce the influence
of Rua Kenana, the head of a Maori prophetic movement.4
CONCLUSION

The Church ofJesus Christ of Latter-day Saints undertook a very complex
cultural experiment in New Zealand. Unlike many local Europeans, Mormons
experienced Maori culture first-hand and thus, to some extent, created an
aura of a continuity of Maori and Mormon customs. Missionaries tended to
be fascinated and puzzled by Maori culture. The annual conference gradually
developed into a great social event, the Hui tau, which attracted vast crowds,
^ e e J. M. R. Owens, "Missionary Medicine and Maori Health: The Record of the Wesleyan
Mission to New Zealand before 1840," Journal of the Polynesian Society 81 (December 1972):
418-36.
2
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had lost their power to heal in DeseretNews 52:465 as quoted in Australasian Mission History 2:7
September 1892.
3
Australasian Mission History 3:8 August 1894 and 7 September 1895; New Zealand Mission
History 1:1-13 February 1898 and 2:7 March 1900.
4
See the report of the Mormon conference in Auckland Weekly News, 24 April 1902, 40. See
also J. Binney, G. Chaplin and C. Wallace, Mihaia: The Prophet Rua and His Community at
Maungaupohatu (Wellington, Oxford University Press, 1979).
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not all of them Mormon, who enjoyed the formal powhiri (welcome), haka
(male dance of challenge), and hongi, and the increasing emphasis on sport.
Hui tau have been seen as the Latter-day Saints' symbolical embrace with
Maori culture,1 but the embrace was rather hesitant. President William Paxman
prayed before an early hui tau that "influences foreign to the gospel should
be bound, so that peace, unity and harmony might prevail."2
For although there was an identification with the Maori to some extent,
the restored gospel was expected to change people and their culture. High
standards were set for the new converts, and the transforming power of the
new gospel was emphasized. Missionaries gave glowing accounts of the
change. Herbert J. Sears, after a year's experience on his mission, comments,
"As soon as they receive the Gospel, they turn from their intemperate and
licentious habits, and a marked change is noticeable. The white inhabitants
observe the change and stand amazed, unable to account for it, as other
ministers have labored among the people for over 70 years, and have been
unsuccessful in lifting the convert out of the mire. It requires a more perfect
system of theology than they have taught, and more moral examples than
they have set."3 Such statements reveal the depths of the Mormon desire to
see change on the part of the Maori convert. Naturally, such change validated
the worth of the missionary effort. But deeper and more troubling, this desire
also spelled out how problematic Maori culture was for Mormons. As time
passed, the Church developed specific verdicts on a range of Maori customs,
avoiding some and embracing others. Tangihangi (protracted traditional funerals), traditional karakia (prayers), and tattoos were discouraged, even
reproved.4 Maori culture was accepted only on conditions.
Only when we have appreciated this complex relationship between the
Maori and the Mormons may we accurately compare the achievement of the
Latter-day Saints among Maori with that of the orthodox churches. Their
relative success looks different in different periods. There is no doubt that
the moral edge lay with the Latter-day Saints in the 1880s; but by the 1890s
the picture had changed somewhat, and the Mormons looked much like any
struggling European church. All churches faced sharper tensions over cultural
'Barker, The Connexion, 52 ff.
Australasian Mission History 2:6 April 1889.
Australian Mission History 2:30 January 1887, quoting Heber J. Sears's letter published in
the Deseret News (1887), 292.
"•Douglass, Journal Notes, 17 September and 16 December 1891, 1 February 1892; Bishop,
Diary, 2:172-73 (23 October 1888).
2
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issues after World War I when T. W. Ratana of Wanganui began a distinctively
Maori movement of healing, prophecy, and political justice. All the existing
churches, Mihinare, Ringatu and Mormon, lost many members to it. It was
not until the 1930s, and particularly in the period of Matthew Cowley's presidency (1939-46) that Mormons decided they needed to be identified with
Maori culture; and by holding a hui tau (Easter conference) at the Ngaruawahia
marae of the "King Movement," they made a rapprochement with the most
significant tribal leaders. Since at the same time most of the American elders
had left New Zealand, this policy move was timely.
Thus, the Mormons benefitted from their lack of converts among European New Zealanders. The Mihinare church, which before 1840 had gained
massive support from the Maori was, after 1840, dominated by its huge
European membership, which imposed its secular suspicions of the Maori
on spiritual areas. Biculturalism was an open problem for them. The Mormon
elders, in contrast, were able to focus on one cultural group, to position the
Church in the cultural world of the Maori, and to avoid the entanglements
of New Zealand politics, where cultural issues were often a source of tension.
Curiously the benefit was not as great as might have been expected. Partly
this was due to the constant rotation of elders arriving and departing. The
effort of learning the language and understanding Maori society required
time, and there was always a sense of frustration about the difficulties of the
missionary task. These problems might have been overcome if the missionaries had trusted their Maori members more, but for a variety of reasons—
including American prejudices, the rigid structure of the Church, and the
overwhelming sense that Maori were a depressed community—they did not
do this until the 1930s. Thus, the so-called unique relationship between the
Latter-day Saints and the Maori people proves to have little substance to it.
Certainly aspects of the Mormon message greatly appealed to the Maori
people, but by the 1930s even these features had faded somewhat. After World
War II the relationship was replaced by a deliberately more European-style
mission, which enabled Americanisms to be used without discomfort.
In 1990, when New Zealanders commemorate 150 years since the Treaty
of Waitangi, high hopes are being expressed that the country may become
a bicultural society. It is not sufficient for our many cultures to learn to coexist
and tolerate one another; rather, our country is seeking to affirm simultaneously two cultural traditions. Unfortunately this aspiration minimizes the
degree to which culture is problematic; for no two cultures ever do match
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one another exactly, and no religious message can simply be stripped of one
set of cultural associations and reclothed with others. The Latter-day Saints
struggled to express themselves in New Zealand terms because American
culture was dominant in their experience, and they had only one culture to
adjust to in New Zealand. That struggle spells out how difficult it is for
outsiders to identify with Maori culture. The experience of other churches
suggests that European and indigenous cultures can never quite become
equivalents. How complex, then, is religious conversion, and how difficult
it is for us to understand how it occurs within cultures other than our own.

HIRAM CLARK AND THE FIRST
LDS HAWAIIAN MISSION:
A REAPPRAISAL
Donald R. Shaffer1

ONE QUIET DAY IN LATE February 1851, a small schooner, the Kaluna, sailed
from Lahaina, Maui, en route to Honolulu. On board was the first IDS mission
president in the Hawaiian Islands, Hiram Clark. Clark was leaving Maui after
having visited briefly with the missionaries laboring there and making a shocking announcement. After less than ten weeks in Hawaii, "he had prayed to
the Lord to give him a testimony whether there was anything for him to do
[in Honolulu] or not, and that he told the thing that he would take as testimony
and that he had got the testimony he asked. And that he had concluded to
go to the [Marquesas] Islands which he believed would be a good place to
get an opening."2
Clark's announcement was especially disquieting news to the four Mormon missionaries on Maui, for he suggested that they accompany him. The
proposal left Henry W. Bigler, George Q. Cannon, William Farrer, and James
1
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Charcoal portrait of Hiram Clark, c1840s. Courtesy Shirlee Hendricks, San
Bernardino, California. Ms. Hendricks is Clark's great-great-granddaughter.
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Keeler facing a distressing dilemma. Despite marginal success, the missionaries were beginning to encounter some encouraging signs and, given the
short period spent on Maui, wished to remain longer. As George Q. Cannon
later expressed their predicament:
Here was our president, the man who had been appointed to counsel and
guide us, proposing to us to leave thefieldto which we had been appointed,
and to take a journey of several hundred miles to another land to labor.
What were we to do? How far did the obedience which we owed to him
require us to go? To disobey a man in the rightful exercise of authority
was an act from which we naturally recoiled
But we felt that it would
not be right for us to leave that island then.1
They persuaded Clark of their position after several hours of discussion;
he left for the Marquesas a few days later, disappointed and alone.2 His
departure was yet another blow to the already limping commencement of
Mormon proselyting in Hawaii. Lack of preparation, uncertainty about the
expected term of service, severe language and cultural barriers, resistance
from entrenched Protestant missionaries, and Hiram Clark's vacillating leadership had, in less than ten weeks led to the halving of the missionaries. The
five who left were Clark, Thomas Whittle, Thomas Morris, John Dixon, and
Hiram Blackwell. Their professed reasons for leaving varied, but each was
discouraged over the lack of immediate success and the seemingly insurmountable barriers to future progress.
With hindsight, it is easy to judge their early departure as unnecessarily
precipitous. By 1854, Mormon missionaries had made over four thousand
converts in Hawaii.3 It is little wonder that the perseverance of Cannon, Bigler,
Farrer, and Keeler on Maui and that of James Hawkins on Hawaii received
praise from later Mormon commentators, while the capitulation of Clark and
the others—when considered at all—was condemned.
This study seeks to provide a more balanced analysis of the early weeks
of the first LDS Hawaiian mission by attempting to reconstruct the perspective
of the five men who left the mission. George Q. Cannon's self-justifying
reminiscences and Assistant LDS Church Historian Andrew Jenson's institu1
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tional history of the Hawaiian Mission have dealt over-harshly with these
five.1 Perhaps more important, Cannon and Jenson set the tone for later
studies of Hawaiian Mormonism, which have largely overlooked the temporary nature of the initial callings, the missionaries' cultural ignorance and
chauvinism, and interpersonal conflict among them, exacerbated by generational differences.2
At first glance, Hiram Clark seemed a logical choice to lead LDS proselyting in these islands. Unlike most of his companions, he was a veteran;
he had served three missions in Great Britain during the 1840s, had been a
member of the British Mission presidency twice, and had competently organized Mormon immigration to the United States between 1842 and 1844.
Returning from England in 1846, he lived for three years at the temporary
settlement of Kanesville, Iowa, where he served on the Pottawattamie Stake
High Council. In 1849, as a captain of ten in the Silas Richards Company,
Clark reached the Great Basin, wintered in Salt Lake City, then was called at
the April 1850 general conference to lead a group of Mormons heading out
to California and, upon his arrival, to assist Apostles Charles C. Rich and
Amasa Lyman. This assignment once again separated Clark from his large
family, which had enjoyed the unusual privilege of his presence during the
Mormon interlude on the Missouri and the westward migration.3
1
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In selecting Clark to preside over the mission, Rich either did not know
or chose to ignore allegations of moral impropriety made against Clark twice
during his English missions.1 This oversight had serious implications for
proselyting success when Clark encountered the relaxed sexual customs of
native Hawaiians. Yet Clark was clearly the most experienced missionary
available to Apostle Charles C. Rich in California during the autumn of 1850.
Rich had called the ten missionaries in September 1850 while they were
prospecting in California's gold fields, instructing them to spend the winter
proselyting in Hawaii because high water would make mining impossible
and because the cost of provisions was exorbitant. Bigler's daily diary records
the rationale: "It would be like killing 2 birds with one stone for we would
live there... cheap and at the same time perform a mission."2 In other words,
the Hawaii Mission was originally seen as temporary, not permanent.
Rich further believed that there were enough whites in Hawaii to sustain
proselyting and apparently did not envisage missionary activity among the
natives.3 These instructions may either reinforce his view of the mission as
temporary or may be interpreted as a manifestation of personal and/or cultural
chauvinism, since Latter-day Saint missionaries had been proselyting in the
Pacific since the mid-1840s—notably Addison Pratt in the Society Islands
(Tahiti). The great expansion in LDS proselyting overseas during the 1850s
concentrated mainly on areas dominated by Western culture, and Rich's
guidelines probably reflect uncertainty whether a non-Western (hence, nonChristian) people were ready for the Mormon message.4 Ironically, given this
tentativeness about preaching Mormonism outside of culturally familiar areas,
five of the ten missionaries to Hawaii were born outside of North America.5
1
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Perhaps unexpectedly, the disagreement about continuing the mission
fell along generational lines. The average age of the ten men when they
arrived in the islands was 35.4 years. Cannon, at twenty-three, was the youngest; Clark, at fifty-five, was the oldest, followed by Thomas Morris at fifty-one.
Of the remaining seven missionaries, five (Thomas Whittle, Henry W. Bigler,
James Keeler, John Dixon, and James Hawkins) were in their thirties. William
Farrer and Hiram Blackwell were in their twenties.
Various delays, caused principally by Clark's illness, prevented the ten
men from leaving San Francisco until mid-November; they disembarked in
another world —Honolulu —12 December 1850. George Q. Cannon described their arrival: "No sooner was the anchor dropped than the decks
were crowded with natives; some trying to sell bananas, oranges, cocoanuts,
melons, and other fruits... [with] others anxious to take us ashore. The
monotonous character of their language, their rapid utterance, their numerous gestures, caused us to watch them with interest. We thought them a
strange people."1
Cannon and the other missionaries understood imperfectly the rapid
transformation native Hawaiians were undergoing. Although pure-blooded
Hawaiians made up over 90 percent of the 1850 population and would retain
both their language and a coherent culture for most of the remainder of the
nineteenth century, their future was bleak. Since the first European contact
in the late 1770s, particularly after the death of Kamehameha I in 1819, the
traditional Hawaiian lifestyle found itself being painfully supplanted by Western values, particularly those of Protestant missionaries.2 Although the Protpair had been born in Vermont. For brief biographical information on the first LDS Hawaiian
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estant religious monopoly had been broken over twelve years before, this
group still dominated the archipelago in many ways. Former missionaries
held influential Hawaiian government offices, and the Protestant missionary
schools exerted a tremendous influence on the young and the old alike. The
Mormon missionaries, as it turned out, would seriously underestimate their
power.
The morning after their arrival, in a simple yet moving service, the ten
men dedicated Hawaii to the preaching of the latter-day gospel. Clark then
called on the British consul and ascertained that he and his fellow laborers
could expect toleration.1 With the path seemingly clear, Clark designated
Whittle his counselor; they would stay in Honolulu. The remaining eight
missionaries were assigned to the four other principal islands by lot: Henry
Bigler and Thomas Morris drew Molokai; John Dixon and William Farrer,
Kauai; George Q. Cannon and James Keeler, Maui; and James Hawkins and
Hiram Blackwell, Hawaii.2
Within these two days, however, it had become obvious that whites
were scarce, even in Honolulu, and consisted mostly of a transient population
of boisterous sailors and miners from California. Thus, the ten men immediately had to face a question not covered by their original instructions:
whether they should preach to the native Hawaiians, in addition to proselyting
the whites.
According to Bigler, Rich had instructed the missionaries "to act as the
Spirit dictated in regard to our duties saying that we would know better than
he could tell us." This counsel, the missionaries felt, allowed them to extend
their efforts beyond the whites.3 Broadening the mission's audience had the
positive effect of increasing the number of people the ten men could reach
but the negative consequence of lengthening the logical duration of their
stay from months to years. The missionaries could anticipate spending a year
learning Hawaiian fluently enough to preach to the natives. Perhaps some of
the missionaries had second thoughts at this point, yet the existing journal
accounts record only enthusiasm and faith. Clark and the other missionaries
resolved to stay in the islands until the native Hawaiians were warned.4
During these same two days, the missionaries seem to have had enough
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contacts with Hawaiians to convince them that these people were worthy of
their attention. Indeed, whether a missionary persisted in this belief determined, to a large extent, whether he stayed or left. Given this, it seems little
wonder that Cannon, Bigler, Farrer, and Keeler, writing to Brigham Young
in 1851, affirmed, "They are a people capable of appreciating the principles
of truth we have no doubt."1
At this point after the organizational meeting, economic problems forced
some changes in assignment. Thomas Morris had apparently exhausted his
money, so Hiram Clark counseled him to remain in Honolulu and seek
employment while Bigler accompanied Cannon and Keeler to Maui.2 Morris
suggested that it would be prudent for all the missionaries to stay in Honolulu
until they had better information about the state of affairs outside of Oahu.
Clark and the other missionaries, however, were eager to start proselyting
and rejected Morris's suggestion.3 The missionaries departed for their assigned fields within a week (as soon as they could find boats departing for
their assigned islands), apparently understanding that they would first seek
white proselytes, then turn their attention to language study. Clark and Whittle
began seeking a hall for meetings and almost immediately learned that the
Protestants controlled the few meeting houses on the islands and had no
compunctions about excluding the Mormons. Clark attempted to secure the
Seamen's Bethel Chapel as a place to preach; but its chaplain, Reverend
Samuel C. Damon, claimed that he, as a mere agent for the Bethel Society,
lacked the authority to let Clark use the building. Clark then turned to a
Hawaiian government representative, who allowed him and Whittle free use
of an empty storage room above the newly constructed Honolulu Market
House.4
They advertised their first meeting for Sunday, 21 December, in The
Polynesian, a local newspaper, which came out Saturday, 20 December. Fifty
or sixty curious souls presented themselves, but half of those assembled left
during Clark's sermon. Only twenty-five people appeared for the second
service that same day.5
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Prior to the next week's meeting, perhaps to save the expense of newspaper advertising, Clark and Whittle posted hand-written notices throughout
Honolulu. This measure was even less successful: onlyfivewere in attendance
Sunday morning; moreover, before Hiram Clark had finished his opening
prayer, all but one left. By that afternoon, as Whittle reported to Dixon and
Farrer on Kauai, "we had nothing but the walls to preach to."1
The missionaries on Maui, Kauai, and Hawaii had similar experiences.
After the initial curiosity of the few whites or English-speaking natives wore
off, the missionaries found themselves without an audience.2 Discouraged
by repeated rejection and struggling with the alien environment, the missionaries soon became disheartened. By mid-January, Farrer came back to
Honolulu from Kauai to get Clark's advice on how they should proceed.
Obviously, Clark had already had second thoughts about proselyting among
Hawaiians, for he told Farrer that "he did not think it was of any use for
those of the Brethren who were going home in the spring to stay any longer
here than till they could get home."3 Clark immediately wrote Dixon, recalling
him to Honolulu.
As Clark's phrasing implies, certain members of the mission were already
thinking about leaving Hawaii. Thomas Whittle, whom, according to Cannon,
Rich had promised "he could return home after filling a short mission,"
abandoned missionary work soon after the second "meeting" at the Honolulu
Market House and started working to earn passage money back to San Francisco.4 Thomas Morris, who had not even begun proselyting, had similar
plans. To replace Whittle, Clark called George Q. Cannon on Maui back to
1

Whittle and Clark to Dixon and Farrer, 2 January 1851.
Cannon, Bigler, and Keeler discovered only a few white families in Lahaina, Maui, where
they landed. They soon abandoned futile efforts to pass out tracts and preach and focused on
intensive language study and making contacts among the natives. On Kauai, Dixon and Farrer
initially found a number of interested whites and traveled fairly extensively, leaving literature.
An Australian couple let them use their house for a meeting and those present invited them to
return. However, at their next visit two weeks later, Farrer records, "We arrived there about half
past twelve o'clock: we waited till about four o'clock for the people to come together but none
came: Mrs. Bond [perhaps the Australian woman] then said it was no use to deceive for the people
did not want to hear us." Evidently an American visitor had told the group that "the Mormons
were an idle people [and] lived by stealing." (Farrer, Journal, 5 January 1851) No record survives
of Hiram Blackwell's and James Hawkins's efforts on Hawaii. However, by late January 1851,
Blackwell had ceased proselyting there, suggesting similarly discouraging experiences.
2
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4

Farrer, Journal, 18 January 1851.
Cannon, My First Mission, 27
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Honolulu, an action which suggests that young Cannon, a future member of
the LDS Church's First Presidency, was already characterized by zeal and
leadership qualities. The three men on Maui regretted being separated from
each other, but Cannon dutifully took passage for Oahu on 23 January 1851.1
George Q. Cannon's arrival in Honolulu brought into the open the
developing disagreement between the missionaries over whether the Hawaiians were really worthy of their attention. He was surprised to find that
John Dixon and William Farrer, as well as Whittle and Morris, were planning
to leave and tried to persuade the first three to stay. (He does not mention
talking to Morris.) Cannon's journal records these conversations, including
the reasons the other missionaries gave for departing. The thirty-eight-yearold Whittle felt that, as a counselor, he should have had more responsibility,
told Cannon that "he was doing no good here," complained that Hiram Clark
had monopolized their limited preaching opportunities, and disagreed with
Clark's choices for sermon topics, which "did not touch on the first principles
[of the gospel]... and [were] not calculated to benefit but injure the cause."2
William Farrer, who had had about two weeks to observe Clark in action,
agreed: "Clark was eating all the ears of the people and did everything
himself."3 The friction between the men had reached the point, Cannon
recorded in concern, "that Bro. C[lark] would not feel satisfied if [Whittle]
went anywhere else" but home.4
John Dixon's motivation for returning home was concern about being
unmarried at age thirty-two. He wanted to return to Utah and find a wife.5
Thomas Morris apparently never confided his reasons for returning home
to Cannon; but given his age (fifty-one) and the lack of any missionary work
assigned to him, his reasons for leaving Hawaii may have been similar to
Whittle's.
Cannon succeeded, however, in persuading the twenty-nine-year-old
Farrer to stay. Indeed, the average age of thefivemissionaries who eventually
left Hawaii was 40.4, while the age of the five who stayed was 30.4. Clearly
the younger missionaries, with fewer expectations of power and responsibility, more freedom from family responsibilities, and probably more adapt1

Cannon, Journal, 23 January 1851.
Ibid, 25 January 1851.
'Journal, 1 February 1851.
4
Journal, 25 January 1851.
5
Cannon, My First Mission, 29.
2
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ability saw greater possibilities for success in the demanding mission to the
Hawaiians.
On Cannon's third day in Honolulu, he transcribed Hiram Clark's letter
of report to Brigham Young. A tone of subtle pessimism pervaded Clark's
summary of what the group had experienced, in spite of attempts to put as
good a face as possible on their tribulations. He reported being "impressed
by the spirit to fast and pray three days," seeking to renew his determination
and purge his mind of the growing doubts about the mission, but also about
himself. For Clark's letter clearly communicates his wish to be relieved of
his assignment: "If I were to consult my personal feelings," he wrote near
the end of the letter,"... I should prefer to have charge of emigration and
the collection of means for the rolling forth of the kingdom of God."1
Clark, impressed by Cannon's impressive progress in learning Hawaiian,
decided that it would be more beneficial for the young man to return to
Maui; and Cannon sailed on 29 January with Farrer. Cannon himself was
pleased by the prospect of returning to Maui. He remarked years later that
"to my view, prospects for accomplishing any great amount of good were
not very bright then at Honolulu."2 Apparently the gloomy mood of the men
on Oahu had affected even his zealous disposition. Upon the two missionaries'
arrival the next day, Bigler and Keeler found cause to "rejois mutch as we
ware very loansom there being no whites here to associate with."3
However, their joyful reunion was soon tempered by the arrival, three
days later on 2 February, of Hiram Blackwell. Bigler recorded that Blackwell
stopped at Maui on his way back to Honolulu from the island of Hawaii and
"spoke discarageingly and said it would take... one year to learn the language
to be able to preach to the Natives...[;] he talked of going home if it was
not contrary to council."4 Blackwell complained that the natives "were so
low and degraded... it [was] not worth while to spend time in trying to do
anything with them."5 Clearly, Blackwell was a victim of cultural shock. He
found the Hawaiians' language, work and sexual ethics, and, indeed, their
entire way of life loathsome and incomprehensible. However, Blackwell's
'Letter from Hiram Clark to Brigham Young, 27 January 1851, quoted in Deseret Weekly News
1(26 July 1851): 301.
2
3

My First Mission, 29.

James Keeler, Journal, 30 January 1851, Archives and Manuscripts, Harold B. Lee library,
Brigham Young University, Provo, Utah.
4
Farrer, Journal, 2 February 1851.
5
Bigler, Journal, 2 February 1990.
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companion, James Hawkins, a more stubborn and cautious man, stayed on
Hawaii, telling Blackwell '"that he had been sent there and would stay until
further orders' 'n
Blackwell continued to Honolulu and accompanied Whittle and Dixon
when they sailed for San Francisco 13 February 1851; ironically, about three
days before, they had witnessed Clark's baptism of a sixteen-year-old native
youth, the first LDS convert in Hawaii.2
Clark was now alone except for Thomas Morris, who was still apparently
trying to earn passage money back to the United States. Although he has left
no record of his experiences, the situation must have seemed lonely and
bleak, particularly compared to his successes in Britain. Then a new avenue
seemed to open up. In mid-February, Clark met a Brother Clifford whom
Addison Pratt had baptized in the Society Islands and who now lived in
Honolulu. According to William Farrer, Clifford told Clark that in the Marquesas Islands "there were no missionaries... and that it was a good climate
&c."3 Only a few days earlier, Clark had baptized a man named Blake, a
printer who had lived on the Marquesas, spoke the language, and was willing
to return with Clark and the materials for a printing establishment. Clark
immediately saw the possibilities of reprinting Church pamphlets and proselyting in an area free of Protestant domination and tried unsuccessfully to
persuade the Maui contingent to join him.4
The Maui missionaries were not sorry to see him leave. On 22 February,
the day after Clark left Maui, James Keeler recorded in his journal:
We have had a very bad feelings since Father Clark [left] here his conduct
did not please us atall as one thought that he made to free with the women
in asking them foolish questions about their legs and about the stripes on
their legs how far the stripes went up if it went up to their crotch and
teling them that he had seen some that did and also wanted to measure
one womans thy to see how large it was and so forth and also the spirit
he had did not agree with ours at all therefore this caused us to feel very
bad all the time that he was here.5
'Cannon, Journal, 2 February 1851. Cannon is quoting Blackwell, who is quoting Hawkins.
Farrer, Journal, 14 February 1851. Farrer received a letter on this date from Whittle, Dixon,
and Blackwell informing him of the baptism and the men's plan to depart for the mainland on
13 February. Jenson dates the baptism at about 10 February. "Manuscript History of the Hawaiian
Mission," 10 February 1851.
3
Farrer, Journal, 20 February 1851.
4
Ibid.
'Journal, 22 February 1851.
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Hiram Clark's behavior on Maui, inappropriate on its face, also seems
recklessly indiscreet. It seems almost certain that he was under great sexual
temptation and had probably, particularly given the accusations of misconduct
in England, not successfully withstood it. In his 27 January 1851 letter to
Brigham Young, Clark had condemned the sexual freedom of the natives in
revealing terms: "They are guilty of all kinds of whoredoms and abominations,
and the more men the women can accommodate the greater they consider
the honor." Clark assured Young that he exhorted the missionaries to be
careful "lest they should be overtaken by the tempter; feeling ever desirous
of taking the same caution myself."
Hiram Clark paid his last fifty dollars for passage to Tahiti, hoping to
continue to the Marquesas from there. There is no record that Blake accompanied him. Penniless and at loose ends when he reached Tahiti late in March,
Clark found a captain who agreed to take him on credit to Tubuai, in the
Society Islands, where Addison Pratt and a number of other LDS missionaries
were laboring.1 Clark probably hoped that they could help him reach the
Marquesas.
His behavior after his 4 April arrival in Tubuai quickly became a source
of trouble to the Church there. Addison Pratt recorded in an undated entry
during April 1851, "He had not been here more than a day or two before
he began to take such unbecoming liberties with the native females, that his
conduct deserved a severe reprimand
His conduct was the topic of conversation among the natives all over the Island, and nothing but dealing
severely with him would put an end to it. They said he was like the English
missionaries that had disgraced themselves among these islands." Pratt, not
wanting Clark's behavior to sabotage his long years of labor on the island,
called a meeting of the missionaries at which Hiram Clark was disfellowshipped, then announced the action at a public assembly. Clark "manifested
deep repentance in consequence of his unguarded conduct, and when the
natives saw that, they pitied him much. He now abandoned his plan of going
to the Marquesas, and we recommended him to return to the church at Salt
Lake by the first oppertunity."2
Clark immediately began to earn his passage back and reached Utah
sometime in the autumn of 1850, probably to face disgrace. Although no
'Summary of a letter from Hiram Clark dated 25 March 1851 in Keeler, Journal, 1 May 1851.
S. George Ellsworth, ed. The Journals of Addison Pratt (Salt Lake City: University of Utah
Press, 1990), 468.
2
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known disciplinary action was taken against him, his name virtually disappears
from LDS sources after 1851, a marked contrast to his comparative prominence since the late 1830s.1 He settled in Springville, Utah, before the end
of 1851, was sealed to Thankful in the Endowment House on 10 December
1851, and received a patriarchal blessing the same day.2 Then he virtually
disappears from Church records.
Although there is no surviving evidence that the three elders who had
already left the Hawaiian Mission faced public disgrace, Clark's case must
have been different. Here was not only a mission president who abandoned
his responsibility after ten weeks but one who had committed improprieties
which may have jeopardized the Church's success in both Hawaii and the
Society Islands. Rich's initial instructions may have been some mitigation for
the first problem but not for the second. Nor was the charge of deserting
one's post negligible. Addison Pratt, who played such an important role in
Clark's downfall, was probably reflecting the Mormon community's feelings
when he described a dream in 1844, during his first mission to the Society
Islands, in a letter to his wife, Louisa Barnes Pratt, still in Nauvoo:
Perhaps you will ask, how do you enjoy yourself so far from former friends
and home? I answer, sometimes when I get to thinking about home I feel
that I could leave all and return as quick as possible: a few evenings since
I fell into such a train of thought, and told my brethren. I went to bed,
fell asleep and dreamed, I had deserted my post and got to Nauvoo; the
people all knew I had left without counsel and treated me with coolness
and neglect;—this mortified my feelings so much that I never thought of
my family; I saw brother Young, he was busily employed in sending a
company of elders to Europe; I felt an anxiety to go with them; but I had
deserted one station, and they never intended to send me to another. I
1
While it is not possible here to document all of Clark's appearances in LDS Church document,
his trail in the Journal History of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints (microfilm of
scrapbook and typescript, LDS Church Archives) may be representative. The first mention is in
1837 (one reference) followed by 1839 (ten), 1841 (four), 1842 (one), 1843 (two), 1844 (three),
1846 (three), 1847 (one), 1848 (three), 1849 (one), 1850 (six), and 1851 (three). All of these
references provide substantive information about Clark's appearances. After 1851, the Journal
History contains only three references, and only the first is substantive. On 10 January 1854, his
death is noted; on 7 March 1855 is a brief synopsis of George Q. Cannon's mission to Hawaii
with a mention of "brother Clark's" leaving for Tahiti because he felt "that work was done where
we were." On 23 October 1859, John Taylor mentions Clark in passing by association with Cannon's
calling to the Quorum of the Twelve.
2

Don Carlos Johnson, A Brief History of Springville, Utah: From Its First Settlement, September
18, 1850, To the 18th of September, 1900 (Springville, Utah: William F. Gibson, 1900), 15; Early
Church Information File, Family History Library, Salt Lake City, Utah.
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then thought I would go back to the one I had left, but I had no means
to get back, or to help myself with; I thought my shame was greater than
I could bear, and with these reflections I awoke.1

Pratt's dream seems to be a synopsis of what probably happened to
Clark. Yet additional circumstantial evidence exists of the public obloquy
which rested upon Clark. George Q. Cannon, in his faith-promoting My First
Mission, refers to his former mission president only once by name and then
identifies him on all other occasions as "the president," as if to expunge his
name from the record.2
On 16 June 1852, Clark wrote Brigham Young a penitently short letter,
asking permission to travel with a Church company to the Mormon settlement
of San Bernardino; his sons were there and "thaught they should Return to
the States this fall by watter I think if I could see them that I Could get them
to give up the Ide of going."3 Permission granted, Clark left Utah with Apostle
Charles C. Rich's company around 29 July. He never returned. On 28 December 1853, "slightly insane and low spirited," Clark committed suicide by
slashing his own throat.4
At least half a century later, Andrew Jenson reported Clark's suicide in
his "Manuscript History of the Hawaiian Mission" and asserted, "The five
Elders who returned [from Hawaii in early 1851] all met with misfortune and
some of them with untimely death."5 Jenson could not completely substantiate
this claim. John Dixon was killed by Indians at Parley's Park, Utah, in 1853,
the year of Clark's death. Thomas Whittle met death at an unspecified date
by accident in Cache Valley by either misadventure with a threshing machine
accident or by falling off a building. Hiram Blackwell settled in the San
Bernardino colony and disappears from official records after Brigham Young
recalled the colonists to Utah in 1857.6 Thomas Morris, however, stayed in
San Francisco for a time, presided over the San Francisco Branch in 1854,
1

Letter from Addison Pratt to Louisa Barnes Pratt, 17 September 1844, quoted in Times and
Seasons (1 May 1845): 883.
2
My First Mission, 16-34.
3
Brigham Young Collection, IDS Church Archives.
4
Amasa Lyman and Charles C. Rich (in San Bernardino) to Brigham Young (in Salt Lake City),
10 January 1854, Brigham Young Collection, IDS Church Archives.
'Jenson, "Manuscript History of the Hawaiian Mission," March 1851,1.
6
Joseph S. Wood, "The Mormon Settlement in San Bernardino, 1851-1857" (Ph.D. diss.,
University of Utah, 1967), 286.
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returned to Salt Lake City, married five plural wives, which suggests a major
attachment with the mainstream Church, and died at eighty-five.1 Meanwhile,
the Church rejoiced at the success of Cannon, Bigler, Farrer, Keeler, and
Hawkins. George Q. Cannon's mission experience in particular was a springboard for his career as a prominent nineteenth-century LDS General Authority.2
While the eventual success of the five men that remained in Hawaii
suggests that Hiram Clark, Thomas Whittle, Thomas Morris, John Dixon, and
Hiram Blackwell departed too hastily, we cannot deny that their decision
accorded with their instructions. They had preached to the whites they found
and those people had rejected their message; winter was ending. Rich's
counsel did not obligate them to break through the cultural, language, and
partisan barriers to reach the native Hawaiians. Their negative image has for
the most pan resulted from being seen almost exclusively through the eyes
of those most critical of their departure—through the journals and reminiscences of George Q. Cannon, Henry W. Bigler, William Farrer, and James
Keeler. Hiram Clark's reputation was further darkened by his subsequent
behavior.
The exercise of reconstructing their point of view provides a more
sympathetic picture of middle-aged and young men of limited resources
experiencing a dramatically different culture which they were ill-prepared
to handle. Their mission was to one audience who would not listen and
another who could not yet understand. Their efforts were checked by determined religious opposition and weakened by Clark's well-meaning but
vacillating and weak leadership. In short, the first ten weeks of the LDS
Hawaiian Mission might best be read, not as a morality tale of either saints
or scoundrels, but as a difficult assignment in difficult times given almost
casually to men whose personal and spiritual resources varied greatly.
'Ibid.; Black, 31:710-11.
Indeed, the credit has been very unevenly shared among Cannon, Bigler, Farrer, Keeler,
and Hawkins. At the 1990 MHA Conference I was struck by Cannon's visibility in monuments and
building names at BYU-Hawaii, while his four colleagues were almost completely invisible. Guy
Bishop's forthcoming biography of Henry W. Bigler should partially rectify this neglect.
2

WAGING HOLY WAR:
MORMON-CONGREGATIONALIST CONFLICT
IN MID-NINETEENTH-CENTURY HAWAII
M. Guy Bishop1

A HOLY WAR FOR HUMAN SOULS was waged between Congregationalist clergy

and missionaries of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints in Hawaii
during the 1850s. The Congregationalists were often referred to as Calvinists
while the Latter-day Saints were more commonly known as Mormons. The
Congregationalists, affiliated with the Boston-based American Board of Commissioners for Foreign Missions, espoused New England Calvinism or Puritanism, which included beliefs in predestination (election) and innate human depravity (reprobation). A third tenet, important in their theological
differences with the Mormons, held that God no longer communicated personally with humans. Zealous evangelists of the American Board hoped to
accelerate the coming of the millennium by working for a more moral world.2
1
M. Guy Bishop is head of Research Services at the Seaver Center for Western History Research,
Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County. He has recently completed a biography of Henry
W. Bigler, an early Mormon missionary to Hawaii, and currently serves as a member of the
Mormon History Association council. He thanks the Natural History Museum for research support
provided in the preparation of this paper. Sources from the Historical Department Archives of
the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints (hereafter cited as IDS Church Archives) are
copyright by the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints; courtesy of the Church Historical
Department; used by permission.
2

On Calvinism and reformed theology, see Sydney E. Ahlstrom, A Religious History of the
American People (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1972), 308-9; Edwin Scott Gaustad, Dissent
in American Religion (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1973), 52. On millennial hopes,
see Paul E. Johnson, A Shopkeeper's Millennium: Society and Revivals in Rochester, New York,
1815-1837 (New York: Hill and Wang, 1978), 3-4. For evangelical Protestantism in Hawaii during
the nineteenth century, see Ralph S. Kuykendall, The Hawaiian Kingdom, 3 vols. (Honolulu: The
University Press of Hawaii, 1980 ed.), 1:114-15.
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"View of Honolulu #2, From the Harbor, 1853- "Photograph by Paul Emmert.
Courtesy Hawaiian Historical Society, Honolulu, Hawaii. The large white
church in the center may be the Congregationalist Kawaiahao Church erected
during the 1820s under the direction of Reverend Hiram Bingham. The
Mormon missionaries walked up the broad mountain valley rising just behind
this church to dedicate the mission.
In March 1851, Mormon missonary George Q. Cannon (1827-1901) met
the Reverend Daniel Toll Conde, American Board representative at Wailuku,
Maui. Conde, a forty-four-year-old New Yorker, felt well-informed about Mormonism and briskly informed Cannon that it was impossible to countenance
"anything about revelation these days."1
Possibly recognizing the potential threat of Mormon missionaries in his
area, Conde, according to Cannon, "commenced upon Mormonism" in his
Sunday sermon, denouncing Joseph Smith as a "notoriously bad character"
who pretended to see angels, lived with many wives, and was a "very wicked
man."2 George Q. Cannon defended Joseph Smith after Reverend Conde's
diatribe at Wailuku in March 1851, somewhat naively demanding a retraction.
Not surprisingly, the minister refused.3
However, such exchanges set the tone between Congregationalists and
Mormons in the 1850s. The Congregationalists quickly seized upon the
'George Q. Cannon, My First Mission, Vol. 1 in the Faith-Promoting Series (Salt Lake City:
Juvenile Instructor office, 1879), 30. For information on Conde, see Missionary Album: Portraits
and Biographical Sketches of the American Protestant Missonaries to the Hawaiian Islands,
SesquicentennialEdition, 1820-1870 (Honolulu: Hawaiian Mission Children's Society, 1969), 72.
2
Cannon, My First Mission, 30; James Keeler, Journal, 31 March 1851, IDS Church Archives.
3
Cannon, My First Mission, 30.
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Mormon claim of on-going revelation through a living prophet, which they
repeatedly attacked on scriptural interpretations, and the rumor of polygamy,
which they attacked on moral grounds. Furthermore, the Congregationalists
had had thirty years to entrench themselves, since the arrival of the first
American Board missionaries in March 1820.1
Ten Mormon missionaries, called in California by Apostle Charles C.
Rich, had arrived in Honolulu 12 December 1850. (For more information
on these ten, see Donald R. Shaffer, "Hiram Clark and the First LDS Hawaiian
Mission: A Reappraisal," in this issue.) The next day, they attended worship
services at the King's Chapel in downtown Honolulu. Henry Bigler was awestruck when the minister delivered the whole sermon in Hawaiian—and
naturally perplexed, for he understood "not one word" that was spoken.2
The elders were, it must be admitted, prepared to find fault rather than to
praise. When William Farrer heard Reverend Samuel C. Damon's sermon at
Honolulu's Seamen's Bethel Chapel two days later in English, he called it "a
dry mess."3 No doubt Congregationalist legalism seemed largely meaningless
to the Mormon elders.
Within a few days, the missionaries had separated into proselyting teams.
George Q. Cannon, James Keeler, and Henry Bigler went to Maui where they
quickly saw the power of the Protestant mission there. The American Board
had established mission stations at the whaling port of Lahaina in 1823, another
fifteen miles east at Wailuku in 1832, and still another at Hana on Maui's far
eastern tip in 1837. They also operated a Seamen's Bethel Chapel for the
spiritual welfare of itinerant sailors in Lahaina.4
A few days before Christmas 1850, on 22 December, the three Mormons
called on James Young, governor of Maui, boldly requesting permission to
hold services in the now-vacant royal palace. He gave them an evasive answer,
1
For additional information, see John A. Andrew III, Rebuilding the Christian Commonwealth:
New England Congregationalists and Foreign Missions, 1800-1830 (Lexington: The University
Press of Kentucky, 1976); Clifton Jackson Phillips, Protestant America and the Pagan World: The
First Half Century of the American Board of Commissioners for Foreign Missions, 1810-1860
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press for the East Asian Research Center, 1969). See also Kuykendall, The Hawaiian Kingdom 1:100-116.
2
Henry William Bigler, Diary, Book A, 13 December 1850. The Bigler diaries, hereafter cited
by book and date, are at the Henry E. Huntington Library, San Marino, California.
3
Diary, 15 December 1850, LDS Church Archives.
4
See R. Lanier Britsch, Moromona: The Mormons in Hawaii (Laie, Hawaii: The Institute for
Polynesian Studies, 1989), 5; Missionary Album, 14-16; Cummins E. Speakman, Jr., Mowee-, An
Informal History of the Hawaiian Island (San Rafael, California: Pueo Press, 1981), 105-6.
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however; and George Cannon scornfully wrote that the governor "dare[d]
not to grant us any favors" because of Congregationalist strength on the
island. Cannon's assessment may have been overhasty, since Young in fact
transmitted the request to the Minister of the Interior in Honolulu, even
though the decision is not recorded.1
Balked in their immediate desire, the Mormons promptly approached
the Reverend Townshend Elijah Taylor, pastor of the Seamen's Bethel Chapel
in Lahaina, on Sunday 22 December. After some hesitation, Taylor agreed to
let them use his pulpit; and the Mormons, obviously not wanting to give him
time to change his mind, immediately arranged for an afternoon service. The
thirty-five-year-old Bigler, the most experienced preacher of the three, gave
the first Latter-day Saint sermon delivered on Maui to a small gathering of
mainly Anglo-American sailors. His younger colleague, Vermont native James
Keeler (1817-1907) recorded that Bigler "told them that he would read a
chapter in the acts of the apostles," then expounded on the first principles
of the gospel: faith, repentance, baptism by immersion, and the gift of the
Holy Ghost by priesthood ministration. When a listener asked what "additional
light" they shed on known religious teachings, Bigler responded that Mormons held "the [priesthood] authority as they had anciently and there were
Apostles and Prophets" as in the Savior's day.2 The claim to be a restoration
of primitive Christianity, with its authority to act in God's name, lay at the
heart of the Latter-day Saint message.
A better understanding of how the Protestants and the Mormons viewed
one another emerges from the dialogue provided by the LDS journal accounts
and the Protestant station reports of this period, written annually to the
American Board in Boston. The board maintained seventeen mission stations
with full-time ministers, who also traveled and preached throughout the local
areas, on Hawaii during the 1850s: four on Oahu, six on Hawaii, three each
on Maui and Kauai, and one on Molokai.3 From 1851 until the Mormon retreat
from Hawaii in 1858 during the Utah War, the annual reports discuss their
activities.
The arrival of the Mormons in 1850 was not considered significant
'George Q. Cannon, Journal, 22 December 1850, IDS Church Archives. See also Bigler, Book
A, 22 December 1850 and Letter from Kanehoa [John Young] to Minister of the Interior, 21 [sic
December 1850, Minister of the Interior Papers, Hawaii State Archives, Honolulu.
2
See Keeler and Cannon journal entries for 22 December 1850.
^Missionary Album, 14-15.
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enough to mention in these reports. Furthermore, by February 1851,fiveof
the original ten missionaries had departed from the islands, leaving four
elders on Maui and James Hawkins on Hawaii. One of the three Maui station
reports comments on the Latter-day Saints in 1851. The Reverend Benjamin
Wyman Parker wrote from Kaneohe Station on the windward (northeast)
side of Oahu in 1851. Bigler described him two years later as "a bitter opposer
against the truth"; but in 1851, Parker saw Mormonism as a minor irritant:
"This system of error [Mormonism] has been introduced into the district the
last year. They baptised twenty individuals, but within two months they all
left the Mormon teacher and came back."1
At Lahaina, Reverend Dwight Baldwin, an 1821 graduate of Yale College,
apparently hoped that Mormonism would be a short-lived phenomenon. In
his 1851 station report, he commented: "When the Mormons first came to
Lahaina... they made great efforts among foreigners only-but never made
but one convert. From that time on, for nearly one year, they disappeared
from Lahaina, working in the region of Wailuku, Kula, Koolau, etc." Baldwin
probably had no way of knowing that Cannon, Keeler, and Bigler had not
conceded but rather had withdrawn to outlying villages where, thanks to
their intensive study of Hawaiian, they were enjoying considerable success.
By 1852, Reverend Conde, writing the Wailuku (Maui) Station Report,
commented that "Satan," after failing to "harden the people" with "Popery, ... is trying the adaptation of Mormonism to his purpose." He conceded
that Mormonism was "more prosperous" than Catholicism but concluded
confidently, "Whether as a religious sect it is destined to have much sway or
even a permanent existence among the Hawaiians is quite doubtful."
In 1853 Reverend Henry Kinney, a New Yorker who had been in the
islands since 1848, wrote dismissively in his report for Waiohinu Station,
Hawaii, "A few mormon priests has visited Kau to teach the people their
'Bigler, Book B, 1 April 1853; Station Reports, Kaneohe (Oahu), 1851, Hawaiian Mission
Children's Society Library, Honolulu; hereafter cited by station name and year. They are not
paginated. In contrast to this casual tone, two months earlier on 30 September 1851, Parker had
written to the Reverend Dwight Baldwin at Lahaina: "[Jonathan Smith] Green says the Devil, the
pope and the Mormons are rising over east Maui.... Two Mormons have been here some weeks
perhaps months [,] don't know of any success but probably they will have converts. If the devil,
the pope, and the Mormons make the tour of our islands... there surely ought to be some found
to oppose their progress unless we conclude it is best to give up altogether to them." Parker
Correspondence, Hawaiian Mission Children's Society Library. On Green, then located at Makawao,
Maui, see Missionary Mbum, 104.
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absurd doctrine... but they met with no success." Reverend Asa Thurston's
1852 annual report from Kailua Station on the same island, reports a rekindling of sorts among Protestants in the district: "The Spirit of the Lord is a
destroying enemy to Romanism[.] The rays from the Sun of Righteousness
are producing a schoching [sic] influence on the adherants of the man of Sin."
Although Mormons were on the island, he did not mention Mormonism
directly, so presumably it was less troublesome than Catholicism.
On 28 August 1852, nine missionaries were called to Hawaii, including
William McBride, Ephraim Green, E. Snider, James Lawson, Thomas Karren,
Nathan Tanner, Benjamin F. Johnson, Reddin Allredd, and Reddick Allred.1
In January 1853, Henry Bigler, who was then proselyting on Oahu with thirtyone-year-old William Farrer, recorded another heated confrontation with a
Protestant missionary. At Waialua, a farming and grazing district on the northwestern side of the island, the Mormons had built up a good following by
late 1852. Reverend John S. Emerson, a native of New Hampshire, was so
persuasive a missionary that, according to his colleagues, "in no part of the
Islands had the people been more in the habit of reading the Scriptures than
at Waialua under Mr. Emerson" where they "read the entire Bible through
once in [every] three years."2 He was also a relentless protector of his flock,
denouncing Mormonism in the bluntest of terms. When Bigler and Farrer
called on him, he charged the Mormons with teaching "a distorted doctrine
of the bible and [being] from the devil." Emerson even formed an unusual
coalition with Waialua's Catholic priest to combat the Mormon threat, but
Bigler noted with sober satisfaction three weeks later that they had established
a Mormon branch "rite under the noses of both catholic and protestant
priests."3
Thereafter, Emerson launched his assault from another direction. In
March 1853, Emerson had confronted Bigler at Waialua, accusing Brigham
Young of having more than one wife. Bigler denied the accusation, averring
that the Mormons were being "basely slandered." Thomas Karren, who had
'Allred, Journal, 28 August 1852. In an undated 1853 entry, Woodbury gives the revised
assignments as: to Maui—Cannon, Hawkins, Keeler, McBride, both Allreds, Lawson, and Snider;
to Oahu-Johnson, Tanner, Karren, and Bigler; and to Molokai-Woodbuiy and Green. John
Stillman Woodbury, Diary, 1851-77, holograph in Archives and Manuscripts, Harold B. Lee Library,
Brigham Young University, Provo, Utah; facsimile at the Huntington Library.
2
Missionary Album, 92-93.
3
Bigler, Book B, 24 January and 8-14 February 1853.
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arrived from Salt Lake City in February 1853, called with Bigler on Emerson
on 17 April. Emerson summarized this encounter in his 1853 report:
To [Karren] I again put the question, if they did not believe in polygamy
& practice it. To which he said yes with great earnestness. He also said it
was a doctrine of the Bible, & a practice approved by God, from the time
of Abraham & Solomon down to the present time. I then asked the other
Mormon [Bigler], who, only one month before, had denied the existence
of such a doctrine among them, what all this meant! & what do you think
was his reply, "O this is a new revelation, I did not know it before, but
you will see more surprising things than these."1

In this instance, polygamy provided the Protestant cleric with a weapon
for attacking the Mormon elder, but the principle of continuing revelation
offered the quick-thinking Latter-day Saint a ready means of escape.
Almost simultaneously with the Bigler-Karren-Emerson confrontation
on Oahu, Elder Reddick N. Allred, a thirty-year-old Tennessean who had
arrived with Karren, was proselyting on Maui. His diary records a lively interest
in Congregationalist activities. On 3 March 1853, he wrote, "We were informed
that the Rev. gentlemen were telling the natives that we had come to take
the [Hawaiian] kingdom & for them to meet in the churches without delay
& pray that all doors might be closed against us."2 He does not say whether
the natives complied. On 20 March 1853, he records attending a sermon
delivered at the Lahaina Seamen's Chapel on Maui by the Reverend Sereno
Edwards Bishop: "His text was contained in the 'marriage supper of the King's
son': he held very strongly to the doctrin of election and repprobation."
On 7 November 1853, William Farrer reported soberly in his journal
that "the members of the Calvanistic church had been endeavoring to frighten
the [native] brethren by threatening to put them in prison if they did not
leave the church." A week later, Henry Bigler left the village of Kaneohe,
Oahu, when the Congregationalist minister, Reverend Parker, threatened his
host if he continued to house the Mormon.3 In June 1853, Reddick Allred
lamented from Maui that the missionaries had canceled a meeting when the
natives, "afraid of Mr. Green their missionary," refused to attend.4 The persuasive influence of the New Englanders over the Hawaiians was undeniable.
'See Bigler, Book B, 6 and 17 April 1853; Thomas Karren, Diary, 17 April 1853, IDS Church
Archives; Waialua (Oahu) Station Report, 1853. Bigler had not been in Salt Lake City since 1849
and could truthfully say he had no personal knowledge of Brigham Young's practice of plural
marriage; however, it seems highly unlikely that he had not at least heard rumors of polygamy.
2
Reddick Newton Allred, Journal, 3 June 1853, LDS Church Archives.
3
Farrer, Diary, 7 and 14 November 1853.
4
Allred, Journal, 3 June 1853.
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Polygamy-centered assaults continued in 1854. Mormon missionary Benjamin F. Johnson wrote a rebuttal to an anti-Mormon essay which had earlier
appeared in Honolulu's pro-Congregationalist Polynesian. The paper "peremptorily refused" to print Johnson's rebuttal, so he published it in pamphlet
form in San Francisco. His argument was an Old Testament-based justification
of polygamy.1 The native Hawaiians, incidentally, voiced little or no concern
about polygamy, due, no doubt, to their own extremely flexible marriage
patterns, and remained uninvolved in this aspect of the Mormon-Calvinist
holy war. Laws against polygamy had been instituted only in 1853 at Protestant
insistance.2
The first mention of Mormonism in the Kauai station reports came in
1854 when Dr. James W. Smith of Koloa Station, wrote: "Simultaneous with
the Small Pox, the Mormons came in upon us, and went through the field,
be setting both foreigners and natives & creating quite a sensation for some
time. Of course these were not wanting [for] persons to run after them
The
converts to Mormonism are almost exclusively of the "baser sort" & several
of them are now in prison for offenses committed against the laws of the
land."3
From Waimea Station on the southwest side of Kauai, Reverend George
B. Rowell admitted in his 1854 report: "Mormonism made considerable stir
among the people in the early part of the year, but as it loses the prestige
of novelty, its influence wanes, & many of its followers have left their ranks.
In 1855, Smith and Rowell reported both Mormonism and Catholicism as
declining; the the LDS population in July 1855 throughout the islands was
4,650, its highest level during the 1850s.4
The Protestant version of Mormon proselyting during the 1850s, then,
is that they taught absurd doctrines, enjoyed minor success among the "baser
1

Benjamin F. Johnson, "Why the Latter Day Saints Marry a Plurality of Wives," pamphlet (San
Francisco: Excelsior Printing Office, 1854). Copies at the Huntington Library, Brigham Young
University, and Yale Library.
2
Bigler assesses Hawaiian feelings against plural marriage in Book D, 17 April 1853. See also
Jane L. Silverman, "To Marry Again," Hawaiian Journal of History 17 (1983): 67.
3
There is no corroborating evidence that the Mormon missionaries were imprisoned. On the
smallpox epidemic, see Ralph S. Kuykendall and A. Grove Day, Hawaii: A History (New York:
Prentice-Hall, 1948), 127; and Laura Fish Judd, Honolulu: Sketches of Life in the Hawaiian Islands
from 1828 to 1861, edited by Dale L. Morgan (Chicago: Lakeshore Press, 1966), 310-11.
4
R. Lanier Britsch reported an 1855 figure of 4,650 in "The Lanai Colony: A Hawaiian Extension
of the Mormon Colonial Idea," Hawaiian Journal of History 12 (1971): 76; Bigler reports a
figure of 3,068 in Book G, 30 April 1858.
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sort" of natives who found the novelty an appeal, and had only a minimal
influence that never achieved importance. Polygamy in particular drew their
ire, for it was a practice as heinous to the upright New Englanders as the
incest and idolatry of the natives which they had labored so incessantly to
uproot years before. They tried to portray the Mormons as potential usurpers
of the Hawaiian kingdom and as deluded fanatics. And when all else failed,
they used intimidation and their governmental influence to derail Mormon
efforts.
The Mormons, definitely the underdogs during the 1850s, responded
in kind, attacking Congregationalist doctrine and willingly engaging in combative debate. Nor could the Congregationalists claim to have driven the
Mormons out in 1858 when the missionaries were recalled during the Utah
War. Instead, it was a combination of external events and internal apostasy
that temporarily closed the mission in April 1858.
Even before that, the Mormon momentum had faltered. Henry Bigler
had left a thriving mission behind him when he returned to Utah in 1854,
only to be called on a second Hawaiian mission in 1857. "My soul was paned,"
he wrote on his return. "Everything seems dead and dieing." Membership
had fallen to 3,192.l Many factors contributed to this decline, the least of
which was Congregationalist opposition. John Hyde, Jr., called on a mission
to Hawaii in the fall of 1856, reached the islands as a confirmed apostate and
promptly embarked on a damaging lecture tour. (See Lynne Watkins Jorgensen, "John Hyde, Jr., Mormon Renegade," in this issue.) The unsuccessful
attempt to found a Mormon gathering place on Lanai in 1854-58 had shaken
the faith of many members, while a revival of Hawaiian nationalism had
resulted in an overall rejection of Anglo-Christian values.2 At the final conference before the departure of the missionaries on 25 April 1858 in Honolulu,
membership stood at 3,068. The report for the Maui District summarized the
general condition of the mission: "The majority of the Saints," it read, "are
in a backward state & indifferent to the privileges they enjoy."3
At that point, the Congregationalist population in the island was around
twelve or thirteen thousand.4 The Congregationalists must have felt a certain
'Bigler, Book G, 4 October 1857.
Britsch, "The Lanai Colony"; Gavan Daws, "The Decline of Puritanism at Honolulu in the
Nineteenth Century, Hawaiian Journal of History 1 (1967): 31^2.
3
Bigler, Book G, 30 April 1858.
4
Congregationalist "Admissions to the Church" showed a total of 47,248 converts up to 1858,
2
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satisfaction in reporting the Mormon absence: "Mormonism is at a low ebb,"
came from Hana, on Maui. "All its foreign Elders left for Salt Lake." The Hilo
(Hawaii) Station Report concurred, "As for the Mormons the Salt Lake City
war seems to have scattered them. I have not seen a Mormon priest or prophet
for the past year."1
Religious competition is seldom an edifying spectacle, involving as it
almost invariably does, strong competitiveness, uncharitable claims and counterclaims, and escalations toward force —even violence. However, behind
both the Mormon determination and the Congregationalist protectiveness
shines an honorable commitment to their own faiths as the pure gospel of
Jesus Christ and a burning belief that the souls of innocent Hawaiians stood
in jeopardy-not only from their own religions but also from the "false"
doctrines of the other Christian group. From that perspective, the selflessness
and sacrifice of both groups command respect. Just as Honolulu's magnificent
Kawaiahao Church still stands as a monument to Protestant success in the
islands, Laie's gleaming Mormon temple announces that, in the twentieth
century, Mormons are, in the words of Hawaiian historian Ruth M. Tabrah,
"flourishing" as well.2
obviously not accounting for deaths and defections. Actual membership in 1863 was 19,679 (Rufus
Anderson, History of the Sandwich Islands Mission [Boston: Congregational Publishing Company,
1870], 166-68), which represents 38-39 percent of the total figure; the same percentage applied
to 1858 yields the 12,000-13,000 number.
!Hana (Maui) Station Report, 1858-59; Hilo (Hawaii) Station Report, 1859.
2
Hawaii: A History (New York: W. W. Norton and Company, 1984), 205-6.

JOHN HYDE, JR., MORMON RENEGADE
Lynne Watkins Jorgensen1

PROBLEMS IN PARADISE
INTERRUPTING THE PEACE OF a

Sabbath evening at Wailuku, Maui, on 5 October
1856, Elder Thomas A. Dowell hurried in, dusty and breathless, to tell the
missionaries assembled there ominous news. He had just docked that morning at Lahaina on the Francis Palmer and, still on shaky sea legs, come over
fifteen miles of mountainous terrain to warn the other missionaries about
his traveling companion, John Hyde, Jr.
Hyde had left Utah in May, pausing in San Francisco to deliver "lectures ... on the Scripturality and morality of polygamy... strengthening his
positions in favor of polygamy and reaffirming his entire confidence in Mormonism."2 He sailed from San Francisco in late September, prepared to serve
a mission in the Hawaiian Islands. By the time he reached Hawaii, he had
changed his mind. Convinced that Mormonism was false, he was threatening
to expose it in Honolulu, where a semi-annual mission conference was
scheduled. The next morning, Silas Smith, president of the Maui Conference,
1

Lynne Watkins Jorgensen is an LDS Reference Consultant in the Family History Library in
Salt Lake City, Utah. She is an accredited genealogist, has an MA. in history from Brigham Young
University, and also teaches religion and history for Brigham Young University, Salt Lake Center.
An earlier draft of this paper was presented at the Mormon History Association annual meeting,
June 1990, at BYU-Hawaii in Laie, Oahu. Sources from the Historical Department Archives of the
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints (hereafter cited as LDS Church Archives) and Family
History Library of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints (hereafter Family History Library)
are copyright by the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints; courtesy of the Church Historical
Department; used by permission.
2
George Q. Cannon, ed., "An Apostate and His Endorsers," 29 November 1856 in Writing
from the Western Standard Originally Published in San Francisco, California, February 1856September 1857. (Liverpool: George Q. Cannon, 1864), 258.
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dispatched a messenger to Lahaina to invite Hyde to the Wailuku conference.
Hyde refused, then disappeared. On Tuesday, 14 October 1856, when the
Maui elders reached Honolulu, they learned that Hyde was in the city but
had not reported to mission authorities. 1
Three days later on Friday, 17 October, they learned how he had been
spending his time. A scathing article under his name appeared in Honolulu's
pro-Congregationalist paper, The Polynesian, "slandering the Latter-day Saints
by charging the 'Mormons' with stealing, perjury, and lying, and is very bitter
in its opposition to polygamy... which he [Hyde] says degrades and deprives
women, makes them wretched, destroys homes, produces an unruly, swearing, lying, precocious, and profligate race of children." 2 John R. Young, a
nephew of Brigham Young then serving as a traveling elder in Kauau Conference, confronted Hyde and demanded his "recommends and temple
clothes." Hyde delivered the items with a "bitter" attitude, adamant in his
renunciation of the Church. 3
On 20 October 1856, Edward G. Partridge, president of the Hawaiian
Mission, wrote from Honolulu to George Q. Cannon, who was then the editor
of the Western Standard, published in San Francisco. Despite Partridge's
humorous tone, Hyde had clearly made an impact. Hyde's Bethel lecture had,
he wrote, been
a rich feast for the clergy and all those who are bitter against the Latterday Saints. They do think they have achieved a great victory over the poor
"Mormons," and consequently they will have but little more to apprehend
from this quarter. I presume they have an idea that all there now remains
for us to do is to pick up and leave the Island; still they should have known
us better than to think that we should be scared by the pusillanimous
railings of an apostate "Mormon." I believe this class of men is one of the
greatest enemies we have.4
'Andrew Jenson, comp. "History of the Hawaiian Mission of the Church of Jesus Christ of
Latter-day Saints, 1850-1900," 5-14, microfilm no. 128,868, Family History Library.
2
Cannon, "An Apostate and His Endorsers," 256, 258.
3
Jenson, "History of the Hawaiian Mission," 17 October 1856. Evidently endowed Sandwich
Islands missionaries took their temple clothes with them into the mission field. Joseph H. Spurrier,
Sandwich Island Saints (Hong Kong: Joseph H. Spurrier, 1989), 25, records an 1854 meeting to
dedicate Lanai in which the participating elders wore their temple clothing. Hyde kept two
certificates, one identifying him as a member of the Eighth Quorum of Seventies, ordained 1
August 1851, and the other his "Elder's Certificate" as a missionary signed by Brigham Young,
Heber C. Kimball, and Jedediah M. Grant; he reproduced them in his Mormonism Its leaders
and Designs (New York: W. P. Fetridge & Company, 1857), 18, 25.
4
Quoted in Jenson, "History of the Hawaiian Mission," 20 October 1856. This letter was written
to George Q. Cannon in San Francisco, and parts of it were published in the Western Standard,
29 November 1856, pp. 255-59.
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Partridge added that "the hat was passed around and quite a collection
taken up" to finance Hyde's return trip to the United States and England. He
conjectured wryly, "I presume his main object was accomplished; that is he
created an interest in the minds of many, and what is of more consideration
to him at present (being short of funds as usual) he obtained quite an amount
of the needful."
A week later on 26 October, Hyde delivered a public lecture entitled
"Exposing Mormonism" in the Congregationalist Seamen's Bethel in Honolulu. The hall was crowded and the speaker was "liberally applauded." Congregational-Mormon hostilities were high at this point, and the American
Board missionaries must have welcomed the anti-Mormon ammunition Hyde
was eager to supply. (See M. Guy Bishop, "Waging Holy War: MormonCongregationalist Conflict in Mid-Nineteenth-Century Hawaii" in this
issue.)
After Hyde's lecture, Partridge assigned John Young to "follow Mr. Hyde
on his lecture tour and give him battle."1 Young kept a detailed and absorbing
account of this unusual assignment. On 6 November, Hyde again lectured in
Honolulu, probably in the same Bethel, to "several clergymen and about 50
white people... on the stand, while the body of the Church (Bethel) was
packed with natives." Hyde chose polygamy as his point of attack:
"The Mormon Elder will tell you that plural marriage is a heaven-born
institution, calculated to bless and exalt the human family. If this is true,
why did not God in His infinite wisdom make in the morning of creation
a dozen wives for Father Adam and, thus forever, set the question at rest?
In France, Apostle John Taylor denied being a polygamist. At one time he
was the husband of five wives. As that took place nine years ago, John
Taylor stands before the world, a liar of nine years standing. My Christian
friends, what confidence can you have in the testimony of a liar of nine
years standing? (Prolonged applause). I went to the same mission and
converted thousands of the French people to the Mormon faith and, today,
I awake, as from a dream, and find Mormonism to be false."2

Reverend John S. Emerson, a native of New Hampshire, whom Young
dismisses as "a dry reed," translated the address. Young requested and received permission to respond and, in Hawaiian, refuted Hyde's claim of
converting thousands of French people to Mormonism. On the contrary, their
success was so "poor" that the elders "were obliged to leave France to avoid
'Ibid.
Ibid., 6 November 1856.

2
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arrest." Rather feebly, he continued: "But... grant for argument's sake that
Mr. Hyde converted thousands of them. In the next breath he tells you that
he has awakened, as from a dream, to find that Mormonism is false. He
confesses that he has made thousands believe a lie. What confidence can you
place in a man who has made thousands believe a lie?"
John Hyde, Jr., a powerful and persuasive speaker, was now as committed
to destroying Mormonism as he once had been committed to fostering it.
How had he become a renegade? This essay explores his family background,
his conversion, his "career" as a renegade, and possible motives for his
disaffection.
FROM LONDON TO SALT LAKE VALLEY

The story begins in England with the conversion of three families: the
Hydes, the Hawkins, and the Piercys.1 Most were baptized in 1848 by John
Banks, a magnetic, energetic American missionary then serving as president
of the London Mission and president of the Theobald's Road Branch.2 The
dynamics between the members of these families affected their descendants
for several generations.
The first family was that of John Hyde, Sr.,3 Martha Marmoy Hyde, five
of their seven sons, and five daughters. John Hyde, Sr., listed as a "Solicitor's
Clerke" in the 1851 London census, became president of the Theobald's Road
Branch in 1849, and was later president of the Norfolk, Gloucester, and
'London Conference British Mission Record of Members, 1841-1850 (FHL 87,014); the Theobald's Road Branch British Mission Record of Members, 1841-1849 (FHL film 87,036); the London
Branch of the British Mission Record of Members, 1841-1850 (FHLfilm87,013), and the Holborn
Branch (formerly Theobald's Road) of the British Mission Record of Members, 1842-1861 (FHL
film 87,003). Each member is assigned a number for the particular branch in which he or she
lived. Although the records in each of the early London City branches are nearly identical and
interchangeable (the branches changed names; the addresses did not), the membership number
is different.
2
London Conference British Mission Record of Members, 1841-1850 (FHL film 87,014). All
of the converts I list are included in these records semi-alphabetically. Banks lived next door to
Frederick and Angelina Piercy on Tonbridge Avenue and is identified as the baptizing missionary
for most of the Hawkins, Piercy, and Hyde family members. He returned to Utah in 1856, became
a leader of the schismatic Morrisite movement, and was killed 5 June 1862 in Weber Canyon,
Utah, during the so-called Morrisite War. Andrew Jenson, comp. Encyclopedic History of the
Church (Salt Lake City: Deseret News Publishing Company, 1941), 540.
3
London Conference British Mission Record of Members, 1841-1850 (FHL film 87,014). John
Hyde, Jr., is member #455, John Hyde Sr., is member #487, and Martha Hyde, baptized by David
Shorten, was #518.
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Cheltenham branches.1 The Millennial Star has several notices on John Hyde,
Sr.; one includes his name on a list of those called to emigrate in January
1859, and the last reports his excommunication six months later.2 He did not
leave London and died on 11 July 1892, age eighty-two.
The second family was that of Samuel Harris Hawkins, Charlotte Savage
Hawkins, and their ten children.3 It is the four oldest who figure in this story:
Angelina, LaVinia, Leo, and Aurelia. Samuel, a printer, was born 22 March
1804. He and Charlotte married on 12 February 1829; both were baptized
on 23 October 1848 in Theobald's Road Branch. Samuel died 22 January 1852
in Pottowatamie, Iowa; Charlotte died twenty-five years later in Salt Lake City
on 17 April 1887.4
The third family consisted of a brother and sister. Eighteen-year-old
Frederick Piercy, then studying at the Royal Academy of Arts in London, was
baptized 23 March 1847 in Theobald's Road Branch, followed one day later
by his sister, Syrina (Syrena) Billing Piercy Biggs, and her future husband,
Thomas Biggs, in London's Woolwich Branch.5 Frederick Piercy achieved a
lasting place in Mormon memory through the lyrical sketches and notes for
his 1856 travel guide, Route from Liverpool to the Great Salt Lake Valley, a
book that still shapes how most Mormons visualize the great trek.6
'Manuscript History of the British Mission London Conference, 1:11 June 1849, LDS Church
Archives. John Banks is listed as president of the London Mission, John Hyde, Sr., is president of
the Theobald's Road Branch, and Frederick Piercy is his clerk.
2
Latter-day Saint Millennial Star 22 (22 January 1859): 61 and 22 (4 June 1859): 365.
'London Conference of the British Mission Record of Members, 1841-1850 (FHL film 87,014).
Samuel Harris Hawkins is member #468, Charlotte Hawkins is member #478, Angelina Hawkins
#490, LaVinia Hawkins #479, Leo Hawkins #480, and Aurelia (Arelia) #811.
4
Family Group Records of Samuel Harris Hawkins and Charlotte Savage Hawkins, Patron and
Archive Collection, Family History Library.
'Frederick (born 27 January 1830) and Syrina (born 26 March 1826) were the children of
George Piercy and Deborah Billing Piercy. Syrina and Thomas, married eight months after their
baptisms on 25 December 1848, helped colonize Lehi, Arizona, and have descendants still active
in the LDS Church. Family Group Patron Sheets Collection, Family History Library, and interview
with G. Mervyn Biggs, their great-grandson, of Provo, Utah, May 1990. Notes in my possession.
For information on Frederick Piercy, see Wilford Hill LeCheminant "Entitled to Be Called an
Artist: Landscape and Portrait Painter Frederick Piercy," Utah Historical Quarterly 48 (Winter
1980): 49-65 and Lynne Watkins Jorgensen, "The First London Mormons, 1840-45," M.A. thesis,
Brigham Young University, 1988, Chapter 5 and Appendix 3, p. 137.
Frederick Piercy and James Linforth, Route from Liverpool to Great Salt Lake Valley, edited
by Fawn M. Brodie (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1962). Brodie's introduction mistakenly
identified Frederick Piercy as Frederick Hawkins Piercy, who was actually one of the ten children
of Frederick Piercy and Angelina Hawkins Piercy, born in 1856. A London artist, he is listed among
students of the Royal Academy of Arts. LeCheminant, "Entitled to Be Called an Artist," 50.
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These families were deeply involved in religion even before their Mormon conversions. The Hydes were Irvingites, a Catholic Apostolic group,
founded in 1832, who professed a belief in apostles, prophets, priests, elders,
deacons, teachers, and "angels" (who had functions similar to those of Mormon bishops); John, Jr., was christened in an Irvingite church,1 and his account
of his conversion acknowledges the organizational appeal of Latter-day Saint
authority which may have stemmed from his Irvingite experience: "I had an
ideal of what religion and the worship of God might be; I imagined that this
system, as I then heard it expounded, realized that ideal; and, in the love of
that ideal, I embraced it and was accordingly baptized on the 4th of September,
1848, being then a boy of fifteen years... In December of the same year I
was ordained a Priest, and commenced to preach Mormonism."2
The Nonconformist movement reflected anti-establishment religious dissent against the state church and professional clergy. Nonconformist ministers
were usually lay members without formal religious education. Between 1840
and 1845, shortly before the Hawkins, Piercy, and Hyde families were baptized,
over four hundred identifiable Londoners joined the Mormon Church. Ninety
percent can be identified as Nonconformists, although most were also listed
in records of the state church, the Church of England. Most were young with
some education, many had successful occupations, and half (210) emigrated
to America. Thus, a tradition of dissent was an important precondition for
interest in Mormonism, and their conscious cosmopolitanism as Londoners
seems to have given them a special confidence and sophistication.3 These
traits seem identifiable in John Hyde, Jr., Frederick Piercy, and Leo Hawkins.
John Hyde wrote a novel in 1858, ten years after his baptism and two
after his apostasy, which remains unpublished. It is primarily an expose of
Mormonism's leadership in which a gracious and hospitable family in London
joins the Church and immigrates to Utah. The three daughters are forced
into polygamous marriages with three lustful patriarchs, Brigham Young,
John Taylor, and Heber C. Kimball, while the two young heroes arrive in
1
Stepney, Parliament Court, Old Artillery Ground, Irvingite Church Parish Register (FHL film
597,083; FHL printout film 1,037,076. Massimo Introvigne, a Vatican historian, in a paper delivered
to the 1989 Mormon History Association annual meeting in Quincy, Illinois, presented background
information on this group, including the interesting fact that Irvingites were generally individuals
of means and influence. Photocopy of typescript in my possession. See also Jorgensen, "The First
London Mormons," 62.
2
Hyde, Mormonism: Its Leaders and Designs, 17.
3
Jorgensen, "London Mormons," 129-31.
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Utah too late to save the women they love. Walter (Hyde) visits the grave of
Mary (LaVinia), dead of a broken heart as a result of her unhappy polygamous
marriage to Taylor, the death of her baby, and the torture-murder of her
brother by Danites. Walter weakly submits to the will of the Mormon patriarchs. Edward, however, rescues Louisa (Angelina) from Brigham Young and
flees to California. The points of identification with Hyde's background, aside
from the lurid but fairly standard plot, are strong and include a thinly disguised
and nostalgic portrait of the lively Theobald's Road Branch with its rented
dance hall for meetings, the heady beginnings of Mormonism in London,
and its young and eager converts.1
London was the crossroads of the world. At one 1851 conference, London
members listened to sermons by Lorenzo Snow en route to Italy, John Taylor
en route to France, Erastus Snow en route to Scandinavia, William Wills en
route to India, and Franklin D. Richards, then president of the British Mission.
Members became acquainted with many leaders, named children after them,
and listened eagerly to first-hand accounts of Nauvoo, Joseph Smith, and
Utah.2 Thomas Ambrose Poulter, a member of the Theobald's Road Branch,
remembers preaching meetings in the morning with open meetings in the
afternoon, "free for all to testify, and it was at these meetings the [spiritual]
gifts were exercised. In the evenings the smart preachers would preach
There were pretty girls and smart elders."3
These members, already associated in the gospel, formed more romantic
pairings. Eighteen-year-old Angelina Hawkins and nineteen-year-old Frederick Piercy married on 15 September 1849. The next month, the Hawkins
family emigrated on 10 November 1849, taking with them seventeen-year'John Banks appears as "Elder Ranks." The Samuel Harris Hawkins family is the "Harrison"
family with three daughters and several sons. Of the two male heroes, John Hyde probably
considered himself to be Walter Hamilton, while Frederick Piercy, three years his senior, probably
served as model for the slightly older and more sophisticated Edward Stanley. Though selfserving, the novel has great historical interest, and its frequent classical quotations, typical of
Victorian literature, demonstrates Hyde's impressive education. John Hyde, Jr., "Infatuation: A
Fiction Founded on Fact," holograph completed 10 April 1858, typescript completed May 1878.
Ribbon copy of typescript at Archives and Manuscripts (Vault MS 509), Harold B. Lee Library,
Brigham Young University.
2

Manuscript History of the British Mission, London Conference, Vol. 1,1839-1852 (LR 5006),
1 June 1850, LDS Church Archives; and Jorgensen, "London Mormons," 80 note 41.
3
"Life of Thomas Ambrose Poulter from His Diary," Utah Pioneer Biographies, 44 vols.,
typescript, 44:124, Family History Library.
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old LaVinia, then betrothed to John Hyde, Jr., seven months her junior.1 Both
daughters appear in Hyde's novel. Angelina (Louisa) is described as a lively,
laughing girl, tall and slender, and LaVinia (Mary), more glowingly as "a
reserved girl of sixteen, tall, finely developed — hair dark brown, almost black
with glossy curls. Her mouth was beautiful, beyond the talents of a sculptor.
Dimples dancing in her cheeks. Her chief attraction was her deep, grey eyes."
Photographs of their younger sister and brother, Aurelia and Reigo, show
them as physically attractive.2 Mary, in one romantic passage, broods with
rather extravagant self-abnegation,
"I'd want my husband to be a great man, to write fine books; and I would
sit by his side and hunt references for him, or read the wet sheets as he
dashed them off; or I would want him to be a great orator, and I would
listen to him, and cry with joy at his triumphs;... Love is like a deep ocean
to me. It is like a great arm and hand reaching right into eternity. The
man I love [must be] like a king.... He will be my guiding star, the sun
of the universe. I will drink in his greatness."3
On 17 June 1850, Apostle John Taylor, then heading missionary efforts
in France, called six London men, including Frederick Piercy to join him.
Piercy's primary assignment was to sketch John Taylor, after which he returned
to London where Angelina gave birth on 1 September to their daughter,
Emily, whom Taylor blessed on 6 September. 4 In June 1851, eighteen-yearold John Hyde, Jr., was also appointed to serve in the French Mission with
Taylor and, two months later, was ordained a Seventy.5
When Hyde arrived home from his mission in January 1853, he learned
that Piercy had joined forces with Samuel W. Richards, president of the British
Mission and Church publisher in England, to create a "collection of engravings
of the most notable places" along the Mormon emigration route to the Great
1

Hyde's novel colors the Hawkins's family's journey to Utah—rather uneventful in real life
except for the father's death-by placing them on river steamer whose boilers exploded, killing
hundreds.
Frederick William Hurst. Diary, compiled by Samuel Harris Hurst and Ida Frederickson
Hurst, 1961,335-36,351, photocopy of typescript (US/Can 921.73 H944h), Family History Library.
Aurelia Hawkins Hurst's photograph appears as the frontispiece. For Reigo's photograph, see
Andrew Jenson, comp. hatter-Day Saint Biographical Encyclopedia, 4 vols. (Salt Lake City: Andrew
Jenson Printing Co., 1901-36), 1:638.
3
Hyde, "Infatuation," 28.
4
Piercy sketched two likenesses of Taylor. Curtis Edwin Bolton, Reminiscences and Journals,
1846-53, 24 (17 June 1850), IDS Church Archives; LeCheminant, "Entitled to be Called An Artist,"
51; "London Branch of the British Mission Record of Members, 1841-1850 (FHL film 87,913), 93.
5
Hyde, Mormonism-. Its Leaders and Designs, 18.
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Salt Lake Valley.1 John, who was a clerk, and his ten-year-old brother, Joseph
Edward Hyde, promptly decided to accompany Piercy. They sailed from
Liverpool 5 February 1853 on the Jersey in a large company of nearly
four hundred Mormon emigrants, Hyde was honored to be called as a counselor to the company's president and wrote that the company had "high
hopes of... realizing all that is desirable in holiness, purity and brotherhood"
in Utah.2 They reached New Orleans 22 March 1853, traveled up the Mississippi
to Keokuk, Iowa; and Hyde reached Salt Lake City 22 September 1853.3 On
the route across the plains with a different company, Piercy made the sketches
that he later used in his Emigrant's Guide.
John was rebaptized soon after reaching the valley by Claude Clive, an
old friend from the London Conference, as a symbol of renewal and repentance.4 It is not clear whether Hyde knew Brigham Young personally at that
point; but Young performed his marriage and sealing to LaVinia on 10 November 1853 in Young's office, with their endowments following three
months later, on 10 February 1854 in the newly opened Endowment House.
They were accompanied by LaVinia's mother, her brother Leo, and Claude
Clive.5
Frederick Piercy had arrived in the Salt Lake Valley a few weeks before
John and returned to England in December 1853 where Angelina and their
two children were waiting.6 His guidebook was published in installments in
•LeCheminant, "Entitled to Be Called an Artist," 51.
Hyde, Mormonism: Its Leaders and Designs, 20.
3
LDS Emigration Index film (FHL film 298,434); Frederick Piercy was passenger #297, John
Hyde, Jr., #301, Joseph Hyde #302; and U.S. Passenger Ship list film (FHL film 200,173); Hyde,
Mormonism: Its Leaders and Designs, 20. Joseph Edward Hyde and John were the only members
of their immediate family who emigrated from Great Britain. Born 8 March 1841, Joseph was
baptized 10 December 1850 in Theobald's Road Branch, married Anna Loraine Farrell, born 5
November 1839, on 18 January 1863 in Utah, and settled in Logan. Joseph died 1 July 1878
returning from a mission to England. His descendants are still active in the IDS Church.
4
The information on John Hyde's rebaptism can be found under his name in the "Early Church
Information File," IDS Reference Area, Family History Library. For Brigham Young's institution
of the practice, see B. H. Roberts, A Comprehensive History of the Church of Jesus Christ of
Latter-day Saints 6 vols. (Provo, Utah: BYU Press, 1965) 3:286.
'President's Office Sealing record, 10 November 1853 and Endowment House Endowment
record, 10 February 1854; both in Special Collections, Family History Library.
6
Samuel W. Richards sent Piercy a draft for the return trip. Samuel W. Richards, Journals,
1839,1909, reel 1, part 2, British Mission, p. 4, LDS Church Archives. Angelina did not emigrate,
even though she is listed under her maiden name in the bogus 1856 Utah Territory Census Index,
which was padded with the names of nonresidents or deceased individuals to raise the population
2
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the Millennial Star in 1856. Piercy was excommunicated in London 6 March
1857, two months after Hyde's excommunication, when Brigham Young asked
him to return to Utah and he refused.1
Information about John and LaVinia for the next three years is sketchy.
They had one child, gender and name unknown.2 Though trained as a clerk
like Leo, Hyde does not seem to have obtained a position as one. He was an
underpaid—often unpaid—schoolmaster and may have tried his hand at
merchandising.3 At some point, he joined a fellow Londoner, David Candland,
in learning commerce from a St. Louis merchant, William Nixon, who later
trained the Walker brothers, Salt Lake City merchants and bankers.4
CAREER OF A RENEGADE

This apparently subdued life changed suddenly on 28 April 1856 when
Hyde was called on his mission to the Sandwich Islands.
After wreaking havoc in Hawaii for about six weeks, he sailed for San
Francisco on Monday, 8 December 1856.5 There he spent over four months
on his personal crusade against the Church. He wandered from San Francisco
to Auburn, Dry Town, Pleasant Hill, and other small communities, then back
to San Francisco on 25 April 1857. William H. Shearman, president of the El
Dorado Conference in northern California, reported that John Hyde "has
enough to apply for statehood. Brian Lee Dilts, comp. (Salt Lake City: Index Publishing, 1983),
iii, 115. LaVinia is listed under both her maiden and her married name.
1
Holborn Branch (formerly Theobald's Road) of the British Mission Record of Members,
1842-1861 (FHL film, 87,0003) records the excommunications of both Angelina and Frederick 6
March 1857. See also LeCheminant, "Entitled to Be Called an Artist," 62.
'Western Standard, 29 November 1856, 256.
3
Hyde, Mormonism: Its Leaders and Designs, 20. He devotes a long chapter to the sorry state
of education in Salt Lake City: "No respect is felt for a school-teacher; he can only obtain a small
salary; experiences the greatest difficult in procuring it after it becomes due; is forced to take as
'pay,' the poorest and commonest articles
This is so well known in Utah that it has become
a common expression when a man can get no other employment, 'O you had better turn schoolteacher!' ... From these reasons, men who could at all teach, never attempt it, unless compelled
by poverty...[;] consequently Mormon school-teachers are usually very ignorant themselves" (p.
17). He later complained that "the dancing masters were demanding their wages in advance,
while general schoolmasters in the territory often went unpaid
In the winter of 1854-1855,
the years in which I resided in Utah, dancing schools were held in virtually all of Great Salt Lake
City's nineteen schoolhouses
So much more attention to dancing involved so much less
attention to study" (p. 120).
4
DUP Historical pamphlet, compiled by Kate B. Carter (Salt Lake City: Daughters of Utah
Pioneers, 1941), 245. US/CAN 979.2/H2du, Family History Library.
5
Jenson, "History of the Hawaiian Mission," 8 December 1856.
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been round stirring the people up, and causing a little excitement," then
added humorously, "Poor John—he is doing a work that was needed. Undoubtedly he is a chosen instrument as he professes to think—yet for his
own sake I could have wished he had left the dirty job to somebody else."1
Then for the next two years, Hyde became an anti-Mormon writer. In
addition to his major expose, Mormonism: Its Leaders and Designs (1857)
and his unpublished novel (1858), he produced three shorter articles for
papers. In a letter to the New York Herald that was reprinted in The Pioneer
and Democrat, published in Olympia in Washington Territory, Hyde recommended a five-point program "to see the majesty of the federal authority
duly vindicated" while sparing the Mormon people "the fearful and mad
sacrifice of life attendant on their infatuated folly" if their resistance resulted
in an armed clash. His suggestions included repealing the act making Utah
a territory, proclaiming martial law, invading Utah with volunteers from
California and Oregon, offering a reward for Brigham Young and other
leaders, and allowing polygamists to leave the country.2 Some of his material
was scurrilous and tasteless.3
'Quoted in J. Kenneth Davies, Mormon Gold: The Story of California's Mormon Argonauts
(Salt Lake City: Olympus Publishing Co., 1984), 330-31, 333-34, 341, 347, 359; quotation from
331. At least two contemporary letters report his presence in California: Letter from Matthew F.
Wilkie (San Francisco) to Angus M. Cannon 22 March 1857 in Journal History of the Church of
Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, 22 March 1857; and Letter from George Q. Cannon (San Francisco)
to Brigham Young, 3 January 1857, Brigham Young Letterbox 3, fd. 6, Archives and Manuscripts,
Harold B. Lee Library. By coincidence, another Hawaiian missionary, Frederick William Hurst,
was released from his mission 8 October 1856 and left for California with his younger brother,
Clement. They worked in the California redwoods over the winter, then were called to serve as
missionaries in the El Dorado Conference at the same meeting in which Shearman was sustained
as president. There is no record that Hurst and Hyde met, although the list of towns through
which they passed is virtually identical. Eventually Frederick and Clement Hurst reached San
Bernardino in November 1857. A year later, Frederick married the third Hawkins sister, Aurelia.
Hurst, Diary, 335-36, 351. The descendants of Frederick and Aurelia are still active members of
the LDS Church.
2
Untitled notice, The Pioneer and Democrat (Olympia, Washington Territory), Friday, 28 May
1858.
3
The anonymously published chart, "Average Allowance of Wives to Legislators in Utah,"
Harper's Weekly 1 (10 January 1857): 22, is listed as John Hyde, Jr.'s, work in the LDS Church
Archives microfiche. This article lists forty men with personal comments, then gives their purported
number of wives, i.e., "W. A. Hickman (one of the Danites), 3 . . . Ezra S. [sic] Benson (old and
homely), 15, George A. Smith (cripple and near- sighted) 5 " It attributes "68 wives" to Brigham
Young. The Western Standard article of 29 November 1856 includes a synopsis of Hyde's writings
from The Polynesian, The Pacific, and from his lectures as reported by Hawaiian missionaries.
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On 11 January 1857 in the Old Tabernacle in Salt Lake City, Heber C.
Kimball read the notice ofJohn Hyde, Jr.'s, excommunication from the Church
of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, taking occasion to add a sermon:
Such matters, many times, have been passed along, and we have not noticed
them, but have let men deny the faith, speaking against it, and delivering
lectures throughout the world. Many times we have let them run at large,
but the time is now passed for such a course of things. By the consent of
my brethren, I shall move that John Hyde be cut off from the Church of
Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints... root and branch... and that he be delivered over to Satan to be buffeted in the flesh.
After the "unanimous vote," Kimball added that, although Hyde had
been "cut off root and branch,... his wife is not cut off from this Church,
but she is free from him; she is just as free from him as though she had
never belonged to him." However, since "the limb she was connected to is
cut off... she must again be grafted into the tree, if she wishes... to be
saved."1
Three weeks later, on 31 January 1857 an eighteen-page pamphlet written by Hyde before he left Hawaii and J. W. H. Kauwahi, a prominent native
Mormon who had also apostatized, was "published in the Hawaiian language,
slandering and vilifying the Church to the lowest grade," as the mission
history indignantly reported. "The Calvinist missionaries took great pains to
circulate this pamphlet to all of the Islands in order to counteract the influence
of the Mormon Elders."2
It is not clear how Kauwahi met Hyde or why he found Hyde's disaffection persuasive. Kauwahi had been baptized 17 August 1851 by William
Farrer, one of the first ten LDS missionaries to arrive in Hawaii in December
1850. He was well-educated and a member of the Hawaiian legislature, a key
to good relations with King Kamehameha III. The mission history, which
Among other epithets, Hyde called the Utah Mormons "thieves, villains, and murderers" (p. 256).
The editor of The United States Magazine 4 Qanuary-June 1857) :313-14, quoted at length from
Hyde's letter to The Pacific and praised him, "He is too much of a man, it would seem, to lend
himself to such a system of enormity."
journal of Discourses, 26 vols. (London and Liverpool: Latter-day Saints Book Depot,
1854-89) 4:165. See also Elias Smith, Journal, compiled by Sarah C. Thomas (Bountiful, Utah:
photocopied, 1984), Sunday, 11 January 1857 (FHL US/Can 921.73 Sm55t vol. 1). Smith, a judge
and Deseret News editorial writer, recorded that the vote of the membership was "unanimous."
2

Jenson, "History of the Hawaiian Mission," 31 January 1857. An untranslated copy of this
pamphlet is in Archives and Manuscripts, Harold B. Lee Library, Brigham Young University; copy
in my possession.
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reports him as "the smartest man in the nation," records that he was ordained
an elder on 22 April 1853 and adds, in the next sentence: "Two days after
the ordination of these men (April 24th) we had 39 applications for baptism
and 1500 spectators, and on the 26th we organized a branch with 75
members."1
Farrer attributes much of their immediate proselyting success to Kauwahi's influence: "Last Sunday (April 17th) after the ordination of Elder Kauwahi, the work began to take a start and nearly every day last week we were
preaching and baptizing. Brother Uaua, a Priest from Maui... and Brother J.
W. H. Kauwahi,... are young men of intelligence and bid fair to be useful
and are very anxious to learn the principle."2
In short, John Hyde had left behind a potent force for ill. Kauwahi's
collaboration with the local Congregationalists strongly influenced the Hawaiian natives. By May 1857, Elder Smith B. Thurston toured Oahu's branches
and "reported the saints in a weak and backward state; many [of the native
members] have apostatized; leaving the Church almost daily because their
Calvinistic friends wished them to."3 Granted, not all of this condition could
be attributed to Hyde and Kauwahi. Thurston added that the natives were
"also led away by ancient dancing."4
Four months later, Henry W. Bigler, returning to the Hawaiian Islands
in September 1857 on his second mission there, wrote: "There are but a few
true hearted saints in the mission." The natives were "worshiping their old
heathen gods" and refusing to maintain the missionaries, who "have to labor
with their hands to support themselves and keep in clothing." The local
elders "with, but one or two exceptions, have more or less confidence in
their old modes of worship."5 The Deseret News inserted a discouraged notice
'Ibid., 17 April 1853. A year later, Kauwahi was arrested for bigamy. The missionaries, feeling
that he had been arrested on a trumped-up charge, paid his bail. Jenson, "The History of the
Hawaiian Mission," 18 March 1854.
2
Letter by William Farrer quoted in Jenson, "The History of the Hawaiian Mission," 17 April
1853.
3
R. Lanier Britsch Unto the Islands of the Sea-, A History of the Latter-day Saints in the Pacific
(Salt Lake City: Deseret Book, 1986), 115-17 lists several reasons for the collapse of the mission
during 1856-57: the Hawaiian Saints' refusal to gather, Utah missionaries' concern for their families
under the threat of Johnston's army, "weak saints," debt caused by drought and crop failure, and
opposition from apostates. President Silas Smith stated in May 1857, "The past six months has
been for us a season of unprecedented opposition from Apostates, Editors, and hireling Priests
who have spared no pain to belie and misrepresent the Church" (p. 116).
4
Jenson, "History of the Hawaiian Mission," 20 June 1857.
5
Ibid., 4 September 1857.
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on 4 October 1857: "Oahu: The work is at very low ebb - meetings are seldom
held except when called by a foreign Elder."1 In John R. Young's report of
his "Mission to Hawaii," submitted to George A. Smith, Young described the
severe slump in missionary work: "When John Hyde apostatized... it seemed
that 'Mormonism' would sink in spite of all we could do. I traveled a great
deal on foot, lifting up my voice and testifying that this is the Church of Jesus
Christ. I baptized a few and cut a large number off the Church. During the
last six months I labored on the island, I could scarcely obtain clothes to
cover my nakedness."2
On 4 September 1857, Brigham Young wrote to the missionaries in
Hawaii, closing the mission. He does not mention the approach of Johnston's
army, but attributes his decision to stalled proselyting and sluggish spirituality:
The reports from the Sandwich Islands have... agreed in one thing; and
that is that the majority of the Saints on these islands have either been
dead or are dying spiritually. It would appear that they occasionally, spasmodiacally resusicate [sic] for a moment, only to sink lower than they were
before. Having taken the matter into consideration, I think it best for all
the Elders, with one or two exceptions, to come home.... You had better
wind up the whole business and return with most of the Elders as soon
as possible.3
The missionaries stopped proselyting altogether and began "laboring
with their hands wherever they could" to pay off the mission debt and earn
passage to San Francisco. Twelve were released immediately; eleven more
followed by April 1858. Formal missionary activity did not resume until 1861.4
1857 EXPOSE

John Hyde's book, Mormonism: Its Leaders and Designs, was published
in the summer of 1857, about six months after his excommunication. Hyde
was twenty-four and living in New York City.
The book began with an apology for his own involvement with the
Church and claims that he held high positions — hence, that he is not motivated
by thwarted ambition. I have found no record of any leadership assignments
'Ibid., 4 October 1857.
journal History of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, microfilm of scrapbook
and typescript, 23 June 1858 (FHL film 1,259,744).
3
Jenson, "History of the Hawaiian Mission," 16 October 1857.
4
Ibid., 16 October 1857; Britsch, Unto the Islands of the Sea, 117.
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Hyde received once he reached Utah nor any confirmation of his claim that
he was "chosen as president over the missionaries destined for [Hawaii]."1
The book includes one chapter, still disconcerting to LDS readers, detailing the endowment, which he had received in 1854.2 This report was thus
one of the earliest exposes of the endowment. The "nefarious roots" of the
Book of Mormon, he claimed, included deceit and fraud. Hyde joined other
anti-Mormon writers in depicting Joseph Smith, as B. H. Roberts puts it, as
"lazy and improvident, a chronic liar and a charlatan who deceived the
witnesses about the gold plates.3 Furthermore, John Hyde dismisses Joseph
Smith as "only embracing opportunities that presented themselves. He used
circumstances but did not create them." Hyde actually reserved his strongest
attack for Brigham Young, whom he called "far superior to Smith." He
claimed, "I have seen and heard him [Brigham Young] very often; privately
conversed with him; watched him in his family and in his public administration; carefully endeavored to criticise his movements, and discover his
secret of power, and I conscientiously assert, that the world has much mistaken
[underestimated] the ability and danger of the man."4 Hyde observed Young
closely and was close to people who knew him, but he was far from being
in Young's confidence, even though Young performed his and LaVinia's wedding. The long passages about Young in Hyde's novel and expose betray a
kind of fascination with the Mormon leader. Hyde concludes with an open
letter to Brigham Young:
Sir:
... I admire the industry of your people, their notable labors and their
general sincerity, but I deplore their delusions and I denounce their
deceivers That you will ever be made, in this life, to see your madness
and its inevitable consequences, I can not believe... [but] I confidently
believe the time will come when honest men will be undeceived, desert
your standard, and leave you forsaken and sorrow-stricken to remorse for
the past and terror for the future
To this end I shall labor, and constantly and fervently pray that your
power and your system mayfinda speedy and eternal grave; that it may
l

Mormonism: Its Leaders and Designs, 22.
John Hyde Endowment Record, 10 February 1854. Special Collections, Family History Library.
i
Mormonism: Its Leaders and Designs, 362. B. H. Roberts, A Comprehensive History of the
Church 1:113, note, includes John Hyde, Jr., on his list of "enemies" of the Prophet, which also
included E. D. Howe, Pomeroy Tucker, James H. Kennedy, A. W. Turner, Henry Caswell, John
Cook Bennett, C. P. Lyford, Thomas Kidder, Doctor Philastus Hurlburt, and William A. Linn. See
also 1:93 and note on 153.
4
Mormonism: Its Leaders and Designs, 151-52.
2
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be sunk in the oblivion of its own mysteries, and be buried under the
mountain of its own ignominy.1
The next year, back in Sheffield, England, Hyde wrote his novel, another
form of expose, but did not publish it for reasons that remain obscure. The
later successes of sensational works like Arthur Conan Doyle's A Study in
Scarlet, written specifically as a commercial venture, make it clear that Mormon horrors were financially lucrative.2 Perhaps Hyde refrained because of
his youthful romantic feelings for LaVinia, his childhood sweetheart, and a
desire not to hurt her or her family. He makes a point in Mormonism: Its
Leaders and Designs of his "distress" at leaving her for his Hawaiian mission
and his "care to see that she had a safe home with her relatives" while he
was away.3 Even though Frederick Piercy was, by then, estranged from the
Church, the novel would have embarrassed his wife, Angelina Hawkins Piercy,
who was the mother of Piercy's ten children. Hyde may have still respected
the religious commitment, mistaken though he believed it, of his estranged
wife, her sister, Aurelia Hawkins Hurst, and his own brother Joseph, all of
whom were living in Utah. His own father was branch president in Gloucester,
England; and it is quite clear from all of Hyde's writings that he was idealistic
and even chivalrous. It is also possible that writing the novel relieved his
anger and he no longer felt a need to publish it but simply moved on to the
next phase of his life.
Hyde apparently made no attempt to return to Utah and claimed that
he feared for his life.4 LaVinia, in 1860, was sealed as a plural wife to Joseph
Woodmansee, a Salt Lake City merchant.5 Hyde does not comment directly
'Ibid, 333, 335.
It is interesting that Doyle drew on Hyde's Mormonism: Its leaders and Designs for his

2

Mormon novel. See Michael W. Homer, "Sir Arthur Conan Doyle: Spiritualism and New Religions,"
Dialogue: A Journal of Mormon Thought 23 (Winter 1990): 100.
Mormonism: Its Leaders and Designs, 22.
4
Kenneth L. Cannon II, "A Strange Encounter: The English Courts and Mormon Polygamy,"
Brigham Young University Studies 22 (Winter 1981): 76. There is some suggestion of a common
public assumption, which he may have absorbed, that his life would be forfeit if he returned to
Mormon territory. A Methodist minister in northern California in January 1857 mocked the
missionaries: "He wanted to know how many wives he should be allowed to have—" and "what
would the Danites do with John Hyde, Jr., if they should catch him?" Davies, Mormon Gold, 330.
'Roberts, Comprehensive History of the Church 5:note on 217. See also Salt Lake City Directory
1867, compiled by G. Owen (New York: n.pub., 1867), 106. LaVinia's sons by Woodmansee are
Joseph Hawkins Woodmansee, born 23 April 1861, and James Woodmansee, born 29 October
1864). Salt Lake City Fourteenth Ward membership records (FHL film 026,695), p. 38 line 17 and
p. 45, line 25.
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in any known documents about the quality of his marriage; but in his unpublished novel, his young heroine romantically desires an almost superhuman husband whom she can adore, is unwaveringly attached to the Church
by both personal conviction and by her promise to her dying father, and is
determined on her goals to the point of being a "monomaniac."1 Hyde's
fictional counterpart is extremely ambitious and has a tremendous need for
admiration and respect. There is no question that the young people love
each other, but other traits of character predict their conflict and divergence.
If these aspects of the novel are autobiographical, Hyde may have been jealous
of LaVinia's strong allegiance to the Mormon faith and/or may have felt he
did not measure up to her high aspirations.
In 1866, six years after LaVinia's marriage to Woodmansee, in 1866 when
Hyde was living in England, he filed for divorce on the grounds of adultery
in an extremely interesting case. Frederick Piercy's testimony established that
John Hyde's marriage was monogamous, but the judge ruled that it was
"potentially polygamous" because Utah allowed plural marriages and that,
furthermore, it would not recognize even that marriage because the ceremony
had occurred in Brigham Young's office. Therefore, if there was no legal
marriage, there could be no divorce. Hyde was left in limbo.2
Hyde eventually became quite respectable in England. He became a
Swedenborgian minister in Belper, Derbyshire, England, and wrote several
books and pamphlets before his death 18 August 1876, age forty-three.3
MOTIVES FOR APOSTASY

Why did this promising young man become so bitter about the church
he had embraced? Hyde's own reason for his renunciation of Mormonism
was disillusionment with Church practices in Utah. In a touching paragraph,
he wrote:
Every tie that could bind any one to any system, united me to Mormonism.
It had been the religion that my youth had loved and preached; it was the
faith of my parents; of my wife and her relatives; my mind had been toned
1

"Infatuation," 149,36.
. For an excellent discussion of the case, Hyde v. Hyde and Woodmansee, see Cannon, "A
Strange Encounter." The judge's ruling of "potentially polygamous" is discussed on pp. 78-79.
3
Leonard J. Arrington, "Centrifugal Tendencies in Mormon History," in To the Glory of God:
Mormon Essays on Great Issues (Salt Lake City: Deseret Book Company, 1972), 171-72 discusses
Hyde and identifies eight theological works he published as a Swedenborgian. See also Cannon,
"A Strange Encounter," 76.
2
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with its view, and my life associated with its ministers. I knew little or
nothing of any other faith, and I clung with desperate energy to the system,
although I repudiated the practices.... Of course I was not long at Salt
Lake before discovering the difference between what I had been taught
to expect and what I saw.1
His denunciations focus on three main areas: the leadership, the practice
of polygamy, and the endowment ordinance. He claimed to have talked about
his misgivings to Apostle Orson Pratt in 1854, "with whom," he says, "I was
intimate, and we frequently conversed on the subject."2 His discussions with
Pratt did not seem to help.
Pratt was one of the few leaders for whom Hyde expresses much respect.
He clearly admired Pratt for "refusing blindly to submit" and called him "the
only really able man they have among them." He further wrote, "0. Pratt is
never in Salt Lake without weakening Brigham's hold on some mind, and
therefore he is allowed to be there but very little." Hyde's contempt for
hierarchical leadership is clear in several passages. He scorned Brigham
Young's advice, "If you do not know what to d o . . . I will give you the word
of the Lord on the Subject."3
The second stumbling block was polygamy, which he called "an evil
and an abomination." He implies that he did not know about the doctrine
of plural marriage until reaching Utah, but this is not true. In a letter to Curtis
E. Bolton, president of the French Mission on 24 September 1852, Hyde
reported that a fellow missionary, an Elder Henri, was "more than tainted
with S
p
1M
e doc [spiritual marriage doctrine]" and
revealingly commented, "I am glad he is away from the French Mission, for
otherwise you could not say that the thing [polygamy] was unknown."4 Orson
Pratt read the official announcement on 29 August 1852 in Salt Lake City,
published on 14 September 1852 in a Deseret News extra. On 22 January
1853, the Millennial Star published Pratt's prospectus, written 21 December
1852, of The Seer, which included a paragraph announcing forthcoming discussions of "the doctrine of Celestial Marriage, or marriage for all eterl

Mormonism: Its Leaders and Designs, 20.
Ibid, 21.
3
Ibid, 134,192. See also 129.
"Quoted in Edward L. Hart, "John Hyde, Junior: An Earlier View," Brigham Young University
Studies 16 (Winter 1976) :309. Hyde had sent the letter to James H. Hart, who was instructed to
forward it to Bolton; Hart copied it into his journal before sending it along. Bolton's excellent
"Reminiscences and Journals" do not contain all of his correspondence. Seven volumes of Hart's
journals are in Archives and Manuscripts, Harold B. Lee Library, Brigham Young University.
2
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nity... as practised by the Saints in Utah Territory."1 In January Hyde returned
from France and prepared to leave for the United States in February. There
was no way he could have missed this explosive message, especially since
Piercy was working directly with Samuel W. Richards, editor of the Millennial
Star, on the planned travel guide.
The third stumbling block was the endowment, which Hyde calls "a
secret order with its treasonable oaths."2 This contempt seems peculiar since,
after his initial visit to the Endowment House in February 1854, he voluntarily
returned two years later so that he and LaVinia could be resealed on 10 April
1856.3
Hyde accepted the April 1856 mission call because, as he wrote in his
expose, he feared he had "grown rusty" in his faith and hoped this service
would reawaken his "old confidence." George Q. Cannon, as we have seen,
confirms that he was still a staunch defender of the faith in San Francisco;
but on the ocean, "in communion with God and my own soul, the darkness
of doubt that had blinded my eyes, and the mists of indecision that had
paralyzed my energies, left me, and I resolved not only to renounce Mormonism, but also to tell the world freely, fully, and fearlessly, as well my
reasons, as my experience."4 It is possible to conjecture that the influence of
Hyde's wife and friends in Salt Lake City had kept him committed to the
Church. Ironically, then, accepting the mission call that he hoped would
strengthen his faith removed him from the very environment that had preserved it up to that point.
But there are other factors that must be considered as well. There is
considerable evidence that he was contentious and ambitious. Hyde's missionary companion in France, James H. Hart, stated baldly: "That John Hyde,
1

Millennial Star 15 (22 January 1853):59. See also David J. Whittaker, "Early Mormon Polygamy
Defenses," Journal of Mormon History 11 (1984): 44.
2
Mormonism: Its Leaders and Designs, 331.
3
Endowment House Sealing Record, Special Collections, Family History Library; see also "Early
Church Information File, LDS Reference Department, Family History Library. Heber C. Kimball,
a counselor in the First Presidency, performed this second sealing. Some early sealings had been
performed in private homes, on Ensign Peak, in the local canyons, or in the Church president's
office. It was strongly recommended that all such sealings be reperformed in the Endowment
House or later in a temple. In his unpublished novel, Hyde shows Mary (LaVinia), being seduced
in the Endowment House by John Taylor as her sister had earlier been seduced by Brigham
Young. Interestingly, John Taylor officiated at the endowments of John, LaVinia, Charlotte, and
Leo.
4

Mormonism: Its Leaders and Designs, 21, 23.
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Jr., should subsequently apostatize and deny the faith was no more than any
person acquainted with him anticipated. The Spirit of our holy faith will not
abide in persons that are lascivious and corrupt." He cites a revealing incident.
When Hart was notified of his appointment as president of the Havre Branch,
Hyde, who "had been expecting this appointment,... pulled his hair savagely,
paced wildly up and down his room, and did not attempt to conceal his
disappointment." He finally comforted himself by fantasizing, '"They will have
to place me in charge of this conference. It will sound well, John Hyde, Jun.,
president of Channel Islands conference. Yes it would sound very well!"
When the awaited appointment went, not to Hyde but again to Hart, Hyde
"clung to President Taylor very tenaciously... and endeavored to persuade
him to appoint him on some well-defined mission; but being told that he
would labor under the presidency of the writer, who would direct him in
his labor, he felt wounded."1
There is also considerable evidence that Hyde breached the proprieties
where women were concerned. On 24 September 1852, Hyde, in a letter to
Curtis E. Bolton, his mission president, refers to "kissing and embracing the
sisters." He defends himself by saying, "I don't know of any [missionaries]
who were exempt, but I look back with horror on the time & constantly pray
that I may never so stray again."2 Although his behavior was improper for a
missionary, it seems to have stopped with horseplay and does not seem
unusual for a nineteen-year-old. In Hyde's unpublished novel, Walter, modeled on himself, was similarly indiscreet with flirtatious young women members who "did not all shrink from the arms that, quite accidently, of course,
dropped behind their waists; nor even from the kisses which were occasionally pressed upon their cheeks or lips."3
Another hint, which may be sheer gossip, connects Hyde with horse
theft. When he was in Honolulu, the anti-Mormon Harper's Weekly printed
an untitled paragraph:
Mr. J. Hyde, late of Utah has been lecturing at Honolulu on Mormonism.
The lecturer has, till recently, been an officer in the Mormon Church, but
has renounced the faith altogether, having been fully convinced of its
absurdity. At the close of the lecture, a member of the Mormon community
^ames Hart, "Early Reminiscences, December 1851," Juvenile Instructor 18 (1 March
1883):76, 93-94.
2
Edward Hart, "John Hyde, Junior," 308-11.
3
"Infatuation," 80. Walter was later sexually involved with a married Mormon woman (p. 288).
It is impossible to say to what extent these details are autobiographical.
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had the impudence to get up before the assembly and charge the lecturer
with horsestealing which, whether the charge is true or not, was deemed
altogether out of place.1

We know from Hyde's writings that he was generally without funds, but
there is no further evidence that Hyde committed theft. However, people
guilty of moral offenses in a religious community are likely candidates for
apostasy.
Still another possible motive is jealousy. Hyde's ambition was clear, yet
he failed to achieve the success of his two brilliant, productive brothers-inlaw, Frederick Piercy and Leo Hawkins. Mormonism was definitely a religion
that offered possibilities of upward mobility; and for an aspiring young man,
ordination to the priesthood with its accompanying authority and respect
would have been very appealing. Hyde proudly explained that his ordination
to the office of Seventy gave him "an office of equal power but inferior
jurisdiction to that of the Apostles."2
The parallels between Hyde and Frederick Piercy, three years his senior,
are so numerous as to suggest that Hyde modeled himself on the older youth.
Piercy became a priest in 1849, baptized three new converts, and was secretary
to the LDS London Conference in 1849 and 1850.3 Piercy married Angelina
Hawkins that same year, and Hyde became engaged to her sister, LaVinia.
Piercy and Hyde both served missions in France with John Taylor. Hyde, like
Piercy, was primarily successful as a teenage member of the Church. The
mission history notes, he was "traveling in Hastings and the region around.
His prospects are good." At seventeen, he wrote a lengthy defense of Mormonism for the Millennial Starwhich revealed his understanding of doctrinal
points.4 At eighteen on 2 June 1851, Hyde delivered an address on behalf of
the Church's young men during a three-day conference festival attended by
four apostles, John Taylor, Lorenzo Snow, Erastus Snow, and Franklin D.
^Harper's Weekly 1 (10 January 1857): 22.1 have found no corroborative evidence in Salt Lake
newspapers that Hyde was charged with this offense before leaving on his mission.
2
Mormonism: Its Leaders and Designs, 18.
3
LeCheminant, "Entitled to Be Called an Artist," 50.
4
Manuscript History of the British Mission, London Conference, 1:31 May 1851, LDS Church
Archives; and J. Hyde, "Modern Christianity: A Dialogue Between a Baptist and an Infidel,"
Millennial Star 12 (1 January 1850) :4-9. In this discussion with a Baptist minister, Hyde (the
infidel) impresses his opponent with his greater knowledge of baptism by immersion, unpaid
clergy, healings, anointing, and speaking in tongues. Hyde includes a debate with a Protestant
minister in his novel, presenting the same arguments for Mormonism as in the Millennial Star
essay ("Infatuation," 60).
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Richards. His speech is rhetorically brilliant, describing the rise and progress
of the American Church, the Church in the British Isles, and in "London and
vicinity," the apostasy, restoration, and preparation for the millennium. This
speech, published the next day, ended with "an earnest appeal that he [Hyde]
might be enabled to guide them aright in the blessed path before them."1
Hyde must have been elated with the promising future which he saw before
him, but his ecclesiastical leaders in France were rapidly disillusioned with
him. Bolton wrote him an unceremonious dismissal on 2 January 1853: "The
fact is, Bro. John, you have been of but very little service to the French
Mission
Your great fault is your idea of your own knowledge over the
generality of your fellows— and an inordinate desire to put those ideas into
print
I feel, Bro. John, willingly to give you up into the hands of Elder S.
W. Richards... and wish you humility, good sense, firmness, and intelligence."2
Although there are no specific details about Hyde's relationship with
Piercy when Hyde returned from his mission, the fact that he promptly
decided to emigrate on the same ship suggests a strong tie. Certainly Hyde
must have been "wounded" —his own word—to find that Piercy was an
intimate of the mission president and working with him on an important
project, when this was the role he desired for himself. They were associated
through the journey while Piercy collected the facts for his guidebook. Thus,
when it was published, Hyde must have been humiliated to find that the
single reference to him during the voyage was a joking description of his
seasickness, Piercy recording that John shouted in agony, "Am I! am I going
to be sick?"3 Though Piercy detailed the organizational structure of the Mormon travelers in his very next paragraph, he did not mention that Hyde had
been singled out as a "Councilor" to the company's president.
The next reference is also humorous. Piercy, surprising "J. H
"
in his tent near Keokuk, shouted, "'Hallo, Jack.... Awake thou that sleepest!'
He [John] obeyed with a jump."4 Hyde accompanied Piercy into Nauvoo,
Illinois, and "spent several days conversing with J. Smith's mother, wife, and
family, and heard many charges against Brigham and his associates.... From
'Manuscript History of the British Mission, London Conference, 1:2-3 June 1851. It is not
possible to read the complete title of the newspaper in which the address was published in the
microfilmed history.
2
Quoted in Edward Hart, "John Hyde," 312.
3
Piercy, Route from Liverpool to the Great Salt Lake Valley, 65.
4
Ibid, 91.
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this place we visited the Carthage jail, where J. Smith and his brother, Hiram,
were assassinated in cold blood; and the wall against which he was placed,
and barbarously shot at, after his death."1 Thus, by Hyde's own account, he
actively interviewed the Smiths and visited Carthage Jail; by Piercy's,
"J.H
" held his horse while Piercy visited the jail.2 Piercy's sketch of the
room in which Hyrum and Joseph Smith were imprisoned in Carthage Jail
shows the figure of a man from the back, holding a portfolio or writing tablet.
Lecheminant suggests that it is a Piercy self-portrait.3 But unless Piercy knew
what he looked like in back view, this individual is more likely Hyde. There
are no further references to "J.H
"
Although Piercy testified at Hyde's 1866 divorce trial, showing there was
some contact and good feeling, Hyde's pride must have been wounded by
how he appears in the guidebook. The Millennial Star carried a glowing
review of Piercy's book only three weeks before Hyde accepted his mission
call to Hawaii.4 It seems highly probable that he read the review either before
he left or in San Francisco. For a young man who enjoyed writing and
publishing, the glowing review for his brother-in-law would have been a
major blow to his ambitious ego.5
In the case of Hyde's other brother-in-law, Leo Hawkins, Hyde's Mormonism: Its Leaders and Designs, provides revealing evidence that he compared his own unglamorous years in the Salt Lake Valley unfavorably to Leo's
achievements. When Hyde arrived in the Great Salt Lake Valley, nineteenyear-old Leo, an award-winning penman, had just been assigned to inscribe
the "Records of the History of Joseph Smith," Books D and E. In 1854, at age
twenty, Hawkins was a president of the Twenty-Second Quorum of Seventy.
Before he turned twenty-three, he was secretary to the Utah Territory Legislative Council, recorder for Salt Lake County, a major in the Corps of
Topographical Engineers of the Nauvoo Legion, a member of the Deseret
'Hyde, Mormonism: Its Leaders and Designs, 20.
Piercy, Route from Liverpool, 95.
3
"Entitled to Be Called an Artist," 54.
4
James Ferguson, Irish convert, Mormon Battalion veteran, and writer, called it "a masterly
original" and stated in a lengthy review: "Taking the sketches in aggregate, the work is superior
to anything I have seen. It i s . . . a vivid history of some of the important epochs and sojournings
of the Church, and will survive in truthfulness, any vicissitudes of time or chance
I should
consider no Latter-day Saint's Library complete without it." Millennial Star 18 (5 April 1856): 221—
23.
5
He complained about the lack of reading materials in Utah and looked forward to the "regular"
arrival of the Millennial Star. Mormonism: Its Leaders and Designs, 131-32.
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Agricultural and Manufacturing Society, and a regent for the University of
Deseret. As recorder, he executed the "plot" system of the county which
formed a permanent basis for land records. He also learned "phonographic
reporting" (shorthand) well enough in five months to become a verbatim
reporter.1 Hyde pointedly scorns the Pitman system, terms the Board of
Regents "pretentiously named," and enviously charged that, despite claims
to pay high salaries to "artizans," Church leaders really provided "the leading
clerkes" with "abundance."2
Hawkins died of consumption at age twenty-five, leaving a wife, Ellen
Kay Hawkins, and an infant daughter. Apostles Wilford Woodruff and George
A. Smith offered "consolatory and instructive" remarks at his funeral, and
Woodruff notes that the funeral had "one of the Largest processions ever
attended a Funeral in this City. There was 17 omnibuses & carriages."3
To the end of his Mormon experience, Hyde fervently denied that he
was afflicted by pride or ambition. His introduction to Mormonism: Its Leaders
and Designs, disclaims: "Ever since my first connection with the Church,
honors and authority have been heaped upon me. Increased and increasing
honors were before me when I abandoned it. I could not have been actuated
by disappointed ambition,... nor... personal pique." (Italics his.) Ironically,
the independence and freedom of thought that made English Nonconformists
courageous converts served them less well as members, when the internal
expectations of obedience to authority became more apparent. Hyde almost
certainly found himself in this position as well.
In short, although Hyde nowhere confesses to jealous feelings of Hawkins and Piercy, there is at least circumstantial evidence to suggest that he may
have resented the difference in how the Church recognized and rewarded
him, compared to them. Perhaps all of these factors—jealousy, hurt pride,
economic woes, and disillusionment with Church practices—were involved
1

Sharon G. Pugsley, "The Board of Regents of the University of Utah, 1850-1920: Historical
Development and Prosopography," M.A. thesis, University of Utah, 1984,147; Obituary, Millennial
Star 31 (27 May 1859): 496-97; Jerald F. Simon, "Thomas Bullock as an Early Mormon Historian"
BYU Studies 30 (Winter 1990): 77.
2
Mormonism: Its Leaders and Designs, 131, 38.
3
Wilford Woodruff, Wilford Woodruffs Journals, 1835-1898, typescript, edited by Scott
G. Kenney, 9 vols. (Midvale, Utah: Signature Books, 1983-85), 5:341. In Hyde's unpublished novel,
the character representing Leo (Harry) attempts to escape, is tracked down by Danites disguised
as Indians, and tortured to death, and bodily mutilated. "Infatuation," 295. Frederick William
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in the decision that took shape during Hyde's voyage. He reached Hawaii,
in any case, prepared to expose the evil mysteries of Mormonism and feeling
that his course was "perfectly sanctioned by God."1
CONCLUSION

If success is a sign of God's favor, then Hyde seems to have misread
God's opinion. Only a handful of the IDS Church's 7.3 million members
worldwide would even recognize Hyde's name today.2 Leonard J. Arrington
sketches some dimensions of that loss to the Church: "Thoughtful, sophisticated, and productive, John Hyde undeniably would have enriched our
literature if the Church could have retained him."3 Although the intellectually
arrogant and ambitious Hyde made few of the contributions to the Church
of which he was ultimately capable, he must still be considered an important
part of the Mormon history of dissent. While some who find themselves
disillusioned merely withdraw, others follow Hyde's precedent and actively
work against the church they had once cherished. The tradition lives on
visibly outside the gray walls of Temple Square, where former members and
their advocates distribute tracts among visitors and practicing Mormons. Renegade Mormons, certainly, will be part of the future of the faith, as they are
clearly a part of its past.
^yde, Mormonism: Its Leaders and Designs, 333.
"Update: Church Membership," Ensign 20 (May 1990): 22.
3
"Centrifugal Tendencies," 171-72.
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"MANY MANSIONS": THE DYNAMICS OF
DISSENT IN THE NINETEENTH-CENTURY
REORGANIZED CHURCH
Roger D. Launius1

III LAY on his deathbed during the last part of November
and the first part of December 1914, he called his family and friends to him
to offer whatever encouragement and guidance he might have. On 29 November 1914, as his oldest son and designated successor, Frederick Madison
Smith, sat with him, the dying prophet took his son's hand and said: "Fred,
a great opportunity lies before you. Better in some respects than lay before
me, for, as I look back over history and the revelations that have been given
to the church and are on record since I have been presiding they show me
very clearly that a great many things which have been left open to misunderstanding have been cleared up in the revelations and in the letter of
instruction." The "letter of instruction" was a 1912 document issued by the
Reorganized Church's First Presidency containing a rationale for succession
in the presidency. The old prophet urged his son to exercise patience with
the Church members. "Be steadfast and if the people are heady, if the church
is heady, the eldership are heady and take the reins in their hands as they
have done a little especially on the rules and regulations, rules of representation," he told Frederick, "don't worry, let it pass, let the church take the

WHEN JOSEPH SMITH

1

Roger D. Launius, chief historian of the National Aeronautics and Space Administration,
Washington, D.C., and a dabbler in Mormon history on the side, is author of Joseph Smith
III Pragmatic Prophet (University of Illinois Press, 1988). He expresses appreciation to the National
Endowment for the Humanities for a grant funding research for this article.
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consequences and they will after a while grow out of it.... It is better that
way than to undertake to force them or coerce. That would be bad trouble."1
The Reorganization, Joseph III understood, was made up of independently minded people who could not be herded, ordered, and controlled. It
had inherited a legacy of independent-mindedness that had been a minority
movement within the early Mormon church. This legacy had manifested itself
almost from the very beginnings of the Church as a debate over policy,
direction, and doctrine between members and Joseph Smith, Jr. To a great
extent, by the time of his 1844 death, Smith succeeded in establishing his
control over these areas of Church life.
DISSENT IN KIRTLAND

Marvin S. Hill argues brilliantly that the attempt to develop a communal
Utopia under theocratic control during the 1830s and 1840s was partially a
reaction against the increasing importance of democratic, competitive, secular
tendencies and the overall decline of religion in American life. The Mormon
Church, therefore, "sought to revitalize this magical world view [similar to
that of medieval society], combine it with elements of more traditional Christianity, and establish a theocratic society where the unconverted, the poor,
and the socially and religiously alienated could... find a refuge from the
competing sects and the uncertainties they engendered."2
Because of the strength of democratic and religious competition, a strong
theocratic organization-and hence, consolidation of authority-were imperative. Perhaps the best examples of Smith's focus are the revelations
affirming his ultimate authority. For example, in September 1830 when Hiram
Page challenged, apparently with some success, Smith's right to receive revelations binding on the whole Church, Smith dictated an emphatic revelation
which ended Page's career as a prophet: "But, behold, verily, verily I say unto
thee, No one shall be appointed to receive commandments and revelations
in this church excepting my servant Joseph Smith, Jr., for he receiveth them
'Joseph Smith Ill's Last Remarks to his Family, 29 November 1914, Joseph Smith III Papers,
Reorganized Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints Library-Archives, Independence, Missouri
(hereafter cited as RIDS Church Library-Archives); "Statement of President Joseph Smith to his
Son, Frederick M. Smith, Sunday, November 29, 1914," Zion's Ensign 26 (11 February 1914): 1.
2
Questfor Refuge-. The Mormon Flightfrom American Pluralism (Salt Lake City, Utah: Signature
Books, 1989), 17; see also Peter L. Berger, The Sacred Canopy (New York: Doubleday Anchor,
1969), 111-12, for a description of alienation from denominations that embraced the tendencies
of the larger society.
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even as Moses; and thou shalt be obedient unto the things which I shall give
unto him, even as Aaron, to declare faithfully the commandments and revelations, with power and authority unto the church."1
When a woman known only as Mrs. Hubble challenged Smith's authority
to receive revelations a few months later, he dictated an even stronger revelation. "But verily, verily I say unto you, that none else shall be appointed
unto this gift [of revelation] except it be through him [Smith]," the document
stated, making it impossible for another person to assert authority as a prophet
in the Church.2
Thus, the internal differences over interpretation of Church government
and direction that Joseph Smith III appreciated and accommodated in the
Reorganized Church date back to the movement's very inception in 1830.
Some early Latter Day Saints, less alienated from society, emphasized the
positive aspects of pluralism and decried what they perceived as an omnipresent pressure to conform to unique characteristics. Differences of opinion
over the policies, doctrines, and direction of the Church surfaced repeatedly,
sometimes as individual differences, sometimes to the point of creating a
dissenting element. Following the disastrous Zion's Camp expedition to Missouri in 1834, for example, several Church officials in Kirtland, Ohio, challenged Smith's role in the Church and charged him with "crimes" ranging
from heresy to personal differences of opinion. Sylvester Smith charged
Joseph Smith, for instance, with mishandling Church funds, usurping authority, and "prophesying lies in the name of the Lord."3 The dissent expanded
and culminated in a serious rift in 1837-38: All three of the original witnesses
to the divinity of the Book of Mormon—Oliver Cowdery, Martin Harris, and
David Whitmer—withdrew, along with over half of the apostles and the
ranking bishop, Edward Partridge. An unquantifiable number of members
of lesser stature also withdrew or were excommunicated. The dissent was
devastating to both the people affected and the Church they believed had
the "fullness of the gospel."4
1

Book of Doctrine and Covenants (Independence, Missouri: Herald Publishing House, 1970
ed), 27:2.
2
Ibid, 43:lb-2a.
3
"History of Joseph Smith," Times and Seasons 6 (15 February 1846): 1125-26.
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Why did this rift occur? Economics and personality are part of the

answer,1 but responding with simple cause-effect formulae about the nature
of apostasy and rebellion badly misinterprets the complex issues involved.
Marvin S. Hill's compelling analysis of the Kirtland dissent points out that
the Saints' specific complaints were only symptoms of a larger discontent
over the fundamental nature of the Church:
In the upheaval at Kirtland, which carried over into Far West, Missouri,
the degree of control to be possessed by the church and its leaders, the
degree of consolidation in the kingdom was at stake. Dissenters like the
Cowderys, the Whitmers, [Stephen] Burnet, [William] McLellin and [James
Colin] Brewster, wanted a more open society, closer to the values and
traditions of evangelical Protestantism, while those who supported Smith
tolerated a more closed society based on higher law, where the Saints
were of one mind and one heart, ready to do battle against the ungodly.2
In short, the Saints were concerned about the fundamental shape of the
future church: Would it be a part of American religion or outside it? The
dissenting element of the Church was an important and integral part of its
sometimes painful process of individuation and identity.
For many dissenters, a key issue was the relationship of the Church to
society. Another was the nature of Church government, and the balance it
forged between authoritarianism and autonomy. Many dissenters felt that the
Church's style tipped toward authoritarianism and opposed it openly. Warren
Cowdery, Oliver's brother and editor of the Messenger and Advocate, warned
in a July 1837 editorial:
If we give all our privileges to o n e man, we virtually give him our money
and our liberties, and make him our monarch, absolute and despotic, and
ourselves abject slaves or fawning sycophants. If we grant privileges and
monopolies to a few, they always continue to undermine the fundamental
'For the role of the failure of the Church-sponsored Kirtland Safety Society Anti-Banking
Company in the dissension, see Scott H. Partridge, "The Failure of the Kirtland Safety Society,"
Brigham Young University Studies 12 (Summer 1972): 437-54; Dean A. Dudley, "Bank Born of
Revelation: The Kirtland Safety Society Anti-Banking Company," Journal of Economic History
30 (December 1970): 848-53; Robert Kent Fielding, "The Mormon Economy in Kirtland, Ohio,"
Utah Historical Quarterly 27 (October 1959) 331-58; James B. Allen and Glen M. Leonard, The
Story of the Latter-day Saints (Salt Lake City, Utah: Deseret Book Co./Historical Department of
The Church ofJesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, 1976), 113-14. The problem of apostasy is discussed
in Leonard J. Arrington, "Centrifugal Tendencies in Mormon History," in To the Glory of God:
Mormon Essays on Great Issues, edited by Truman G. Madsen and Charles D. Tate, Jr., 165-77
(Salt Lake City, Utah: Deseret Book Co., 1972).
2
"Cultural Crisis in the Mormon Kingdom: A Reconsideration of the Causes of Kirtland Dissent,"
Church History 49 (September 1980): 296.
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principles of freedom, and, sooner or later, convert the purest and most
liberal form of Government into the rankest of aristocracy Whenever
a people have unlimited confidence in a civil or ecclesiastical ruler or
rulers, who are but men like themselves, and begin to think they can do
no wrong, they increase their tyranny and oppression and establish a
principle that [a] man, poor frail lump of mortality like themselves, is
infallible. (3:538)
Benjamin Winchester reported during the Kirtland crisis that Joseph
Smith, Jr., while preaching in the Kirtland Temple, claimed that he "was
authorized by God Almighty to establish his kingdom—that he was God's
prophet and God's agent and that he could do whatever he should choose
to do, therefore the Church had NO RIGHT TO CALL INTO QUESTION
anything he did, or to censure him for the reason that he was responsible
to God Almighty only."1 Winchester felt that such an attitude demonstrated
the Church's drift toward authoritarianism, a development he could not
accept. He withdrew from the movement.
Thus, the Kirtland dissenters raised fundamental issues far more important than the details of the events that generated them. Marvin Hill concluded: "Here were sown the seeds of ideological division which in time
would lead to a split between the Reorganized branch of Mormonism, with
its capital at Independence amongst the gentile community, and the Utah
branch of Mormonism, which became more isolated, self-contained and
closed and somewhat more militant."2 While dissent in Kirtland is not a
sufficient explanation for the creation of the Reorganized Church, Hill identified an important element in Reorganization origins, a communally held
value that manifested itself repeatedly as fundamental questions about the
use/abuse of authority, power, and control that have cropped up between
1851 and the present.
DISSENT IN MISSOURI AND NAUVOO

A continuation of some of the problems in Kirtland, dissent in western
Missouri during 1837 and 1838 led to the development of the Danites. This
organization, led by an over-zealous Sampson Avard, had enforcing orthodoxy
among the Mormon membership as its first goal. It was, in essence, a regulator
movement, and suffered from the abuses endemic to such groups. Its very
'Quoted in Charles L. Woodward, "The First Half Century of Mormonism," unpublished
manuscript, 195; photocopy in the Kirtland File, Lake County Historical Society, Mentor, Ohio.
2
Hill, "Cultural Crisis in the Mormon Kingdom," 296.
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existence signals the presence of a significant dissenting movement at that
time.1
Despite the purging of dissenters from the Church during 1837-38,
dissent rose again and most forcefully in Nauvoo in the mid-1840s. Many
influential Latter Day Saints, led by William Law, a former counselor in the
First Presidency, left the movement in protest over its "departure" from the
true principles of the gospel. The dissenters also included Wilson Law, William's brother and a brigadier general in the Nauvoo Legion; Austin Cowles,
a member of the Nauvoo Stake High Council, and James Blakeslee, Robert
D. Foster, Chauncey Higbee, and Charles Ivins, all prominent Church members.2 This alternative position, then, was not held by notoriety-seeking rankand-filers or fringe members of dubious commitment. Some of Mormonism's
most solid citizens were involved. Perhaps their secular stature contributed
to their dissent; having a larger stake in mainstream American society, they
may have been less willing to overturn its social, political, and economic
institutions.
Their Nauvoo Expositor, which issued its only number on 7 June 1844,
has been remembered primarily for its affidavits about plural marriage and
condemned as the catalyst for Smith's death, but the dissidents were actually
protesting what they viewed as an erosion of the Saints' rights as Church
members. That number includes the editors' affirmation of faith: "We know,"
^ e best study of this crisis is Stephen C. LeSeuer, The 1838 Mormon War of Missouri
(Columbia: University of Missouri Press, 1987). Also helpful, though dated and limited to Far
West, is F. Mark McKiernan, "Mormonism on the Defensive: Far West," in Restoration Movement:
Essays in Mormon History, edited by F. Mark McKiernan, Alma R. Blair, and Paul M. Edwards,
121-40 (Lawrence, Kansas: Coronado Press, 1973). Philip R. Legg, Oliver Cowdery: The Elusive
Second Elder of the Restoration (Independence, Missouri: Herald Publishing House, 1989), emphasizes Cowdery's dissenting nature. On regulator movements and violence, see Richard M.
Brown, Strain of Violence-. Historical Studies of American Violence and Vigilantism (New York:
Oxford University Press, 1975); James F. Short, Jr., and Marvin E. Wolfgang, eds., Collective Violence
(Chicago: Aldine Atherton, 1975); and Robert Reinders, "Militia and Public Order in NineteenthCentury America," Journal of American Studies 11 (April 1977): 81-101.
2

See Lyndon W. Cook, "William Law, Nauvoo Dissenter," Brigham Young University Studies
22 (Winter 1982): 47-62; Robert Bruce Flanders, Nauvoo: Kingdom on the Mississippi (Urbana:
University of Illinois Press, 1965), 305-10; John Frederick Glaser, "The Disaffection of William
Law," in Restoration Studies III, edited by Maurice L. Draper and Debra Combs, 163-75 (Independence: Herald Publishing House, 1986). Marvin Hill's Quest for Refuge, Chap. 2, describes
the early Saints as generally destitute and the social and economic policies of the Church they
embraced as radical, in part because there was little for the Saints to lose in a complete restructuring.
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they said, "of a surety, that the religion of the Latter Day Saints as originally
taught by Joseph Smith, which is contained in the Old and New Testaments,
Book of Covenants, and Book of Mormon, is true; and that the pure principles
set forth in those books, are the immutable and eternal principles of Heaven,
and speaks a language which, when spoken truth and virtue, sinks deep into
the heart of every honest man."1 Accompanying this expression of faith was
a call for Smith to function more democratically. They claimed that he had
become a tyrant—they even announced "that we will not acknowledge any
man, king, or lawgiver to the church; for Christ is our only king and lawgiver"—who behaved arbitrarily and dealt harshly with opponents, who
mixed religion and politics even to the point of declaring himself a candidate
for the U.S. presidency, and who had begun teaching doctrines that departed
from the purity of the original gospel, with polygamy being perhaps the most
offensive. Smith had the newspaper declared a nuisance and the press destroyed, actions which prompted his arrest and jailing in Carthage, Illinois, in
June 1844. It is an irony of the first magnitude, whether one believes the
Expositor's charges or not, that Joseph Smith was vulnerable to the mob who
slew him because he had been arrested for exercising injudiciously the very
power Law had accused him of exercising injudiciously.2
THE REORGANIZATION'S LEGACY

Those who represented the dissenting elements of early Mormonism
thus bequeathed a critical component to the Reorganized Church as it began
to coalesce in the 1850s. They brought to the Reorganization a pluralism
more in tune with the world around them and a greater commitment to
mainstream American religious ideals. Along with these attributes, developed
largely to counter monolithic attitudes fostered in early Mormonism, Reorganized Church members possessed a fierce protectiveness of members'
rights in the Church. To an extent that may disturb modern Reorganized
Latter Day Saints, the Reorganization was born out of the dissident elements
of the early Latter Day Saint Church. Its intellectual forebears — and sometimes
its actual ones-were the Oliver Cowderys and William Laws of the early
Church who would not accept what they considered abuses of authority:
l

Nauvoo Expositor (Illinois), 7 June 1844,1-2. RIDS Library-Archives.
See Dallin H. Oaks, "The Suppression of the Nauvoo Expositor," Utah Law Review 9 (Winter
1966): 862-903; Dean C. Jessee, "Return to Carthage: Writing the History of Joseph Smith's
Martyrdom, "Journal of Mormon History 8 (1981): 3-21.
2
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Church involvement in secular politics and economic activities, and unusual
religious doctrines and practices.1
The movement that coalesced around Jason W. Briggs and Zenos H.
Gurley, Sr., in the 1850s was made up of cautious people who had accepted
American pluralism and rejected the more extreme expressions of early
Mormonism's religious commitment which Brigham Young and his successors embraced and furthered. Reorganized Church members were repelled
by temple rituals, plural marriage, and the emphasis upon the political kingdom of God that they saw among the Utah Latter-day Saints. These rejections
were an early part of a Reorganization identity, accompanying a belief in
lineal prophetic succession2 and the individual's right of religious choice.
Its distinctive historical development led the Reorganized Church to be
much more democratic than most of the other Latter Day Saint factions
emerging after the death of Joseph Smith, Jr. Mormonism, from the beginning, had struggled to reconcile its simultaneous impulses toward a strong
hierarchical structure and a strong congregational structure. The pushes and
pulls of these two styles of Church government were not fully resolved during
Joseph Smith, Jr.'s, lifetime, but the formalization of a detailed priesthood
hierarchy with a prophet at the top did a great deal toward centralizing
authority.3
As this centralizing process worked against its countering movement,
Saints explored the three general options which, according to sociologist
Thomas O'Dea, were available to them:
to apostatize (which was not infrequent), to persuade and limit authoritarian leadership by informal devices (which was done), or to claim that
after some point in time Joseph (or Brigham) was a fallen prophet (which
was also done). Informal devices to influence and limit the power ofJoseph
Smith, together with his own responsiveness to the expectations of his
^ m a R. Blair terms these attitudes "moderate" in his essay, "The Reorganized Church of
Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints: Moderate Mormons," in McKiernan, Blair, and Edwards, 20730. See also Wayne Ham," 'Let Contention Cease': An Overview of Past and Present Dissent Among
the RLDS," paper presented at the annual meeting of the Mormon History Association, 5 May
1986, Salt Lake City, Utah. Photocopy in my possession.
2
In the 1850s they were officially unwilling to limit the office to Joseph Smith III. A good
study of this issue is W. Grant McMurray," 'A True Son of a True Father': Joseph Smith III and
the Succession Question," in Restoration Studies 1,131-45, edited by Maurice L. Draper and Clare
D. Vlahos (Independence, Missouri: Herald Publishing House, 1980).
3
See Roger D. Launius, "Joseph Smith III and the Quest for a Centralized Organization, 18601873," in Restoration Studies II, edited by Maurice L. Draper and A. Bruce Lindgren, 104-20
(Independence, Missouri: Herald Publishing House, 1983).

ROGER

D. LAUNIUS/THE

DYNAMICS OF DISSENT IN THE

RLDS CHURCH

153

people and his lieutenants as he perceived these in the formal and informal
contacts of daily life, were the really effective limitations on his power.
The more these were successful, however, the more they strengthened
the oligarchical structure of leadership and decision-making.1
The theoretical reconciliation of democratic membership and authoritarian decision making was the process of "common consent," developed
early in the Church's unfolding and first published in the Doctrine and
Covenants 25:1b. In practical terms, however, after the dissension in Kirtland,
Mormon congregational authority became increasingly ceremonial and real
authority tended to flow to the hierarchy.2 By 1846 when Brigham Young began
the exodus to the Great Basin, according to Jan Shipps, "those whose understanding of the Mormon message as mainly metaphysical generally stayed
behind."3 Brigham Young probably took no more forceful action against
dissenters than Joseph Smith, Jr., would have done, but his actions were
interpreted as abuses of authority and the schism was irreversible.
In contrast, the Reorganized Church, as it emerged in the 1850s, gloried
in a moderate expression of Mormonism in the American Midwest. The
doctrinal biases of its earliest founders and the circumstances that fostered
congregational autonomy endowed it with a commitment to high member
involvement in decision making.4 For this branch of Mormonism, congregational authority was imperative, never ceremonial. Common consent played
a much more important role than it had possessed either in the early Mormon
Church or in the Utah branch. It approached the status of an inviolate right
which was much more than majority rule, even with minority rights; it required a consensus arrived at by the whole body in free and equal debate.5
l

The Mormons (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1957), 164.
For a discussion of the hierarchy's consolidating of power, see T. Edgar Lyon, "Nauvoo and
the Council of Twelve," in McKiernan, Blair, and Edwards, pp. 167-205; D. Michael Quinn, "The
Evolution of the Presiding Quorums of the LDS Church," Journal of Mormon History 1
(1974): 21-38; Ronald K. Esplin, "Joseph, Brigham, and the Twelve: A Succession of Continuity,"
Brigham Young University Studies 21 (Summer 1981): 301-41.
3
Mormonism: The Story of a New Religious Tradition (Urbana: University of Illinois Press,
1985), 121.
4
See Maurice L. Draper, "Theocratic Democracy—Restoration Church Government," Saints'
Herald 115 (1 December 1968): 800-801, 814; (15 December 1968): 842-44.
'Something of the importance of common consent in the Reorganization can be gleaned
from Church Member's Manual (Independence, Missouri: Herald Publishing House, 1957 ed.),
85-86. For an example of its excess, see "Annual Conference," True Latter Day Saints' Herald 9
(April 1866): 122, when the conference got out of hand and Smith lost control of the meeting.
2
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Doctrinal Orientations of Founding Members
Individuals who eventually became members of the Reorganized Church
were most jealous of their rights and notoriously cautious of turning wholesale
authority over to leaders. The experience of Jason W. Briggs provides an
ideal case study.1 Briggs had joined the Latter Day Saints on 6 June 1841 at
Potosi, Wisconsin. Quickly ordained an elder, he became involved in the
local congregation at Beloit, Wisconsin, and remained there until 1854. Although he visited Nauvoo in 1843, he was never an "insider," had only
intermittent contact with ranking officials, and received most of his information about doctrines and practices from the scriptures, the Church's newspapers, and from visiting missionaries.
At Joseph Smith, Jr.'s, death, Briggs faced the difficult task of choosing
among the several claimants to the prophetic office. He used his best judgment, prayerfully rendered, and affiliated with a succession of individual
factions until, in a consistent pattern, each factional leader tried to persuade
him to accept certain concepts or practices which he could not justify by his
scriptural understanding or practical experience. The doctrine of plural marriage, which most factional leaders adopted at one time or another, was only
one. I would emphasize that Briggs's inability to find a religious home focused
on the authority which implemented the doctrinal position. Reinforcing
Briggs's caution about claims to "excessive" authority was his strong advocacy
of democratic principles and American religious pluralism.
No evidence exists to suggest that either Jason W. Briggs or Zenos H.
Gurley, Sr., the two individuals most responsible for the Reorganization
beginning in 1851, ever sought status and power in the leadership of the
Church, though they were in an excellent position to do so. The conclusion
is inescapable that they genuinely had no desire to create an institution with
limited responsiveness to its members.
A further insight into the mindset of Reorganization leadership comes
when William Marks, once president of the Nauvoo Stake who had united
with the Reorganization in 1859, visited Joseph Smith III on 20 March 1860.
Smith had written to him and other Church leaders about affiliating with the
Reorganization; and although they recognized him as the lineal successor of
1

See Joseph Smith III, Heman C. Smith, and F. Henry Edwards, The History of the Reorganized
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints, 8 vols. (Independence, Missouri: Herald Publishing
House, 1968 ed.), 3:737-42; Alma R. Blair, "Tradition of Dissent: Jason W. Briggs," in Draper and
Lindgren, 146-61.
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his father in the prophetic office, Marks matter-of-factly demanded to know
his true intentions. "We have had enough of man-made prophets," he told
Smith, "and don't want any more of that sort. If God has called you, we want
to know it. If he has, the Church is ready to sustain you; if not we want
nothing to do with you."1 Smith, of course, convinced them of his commitment
and his calling and was ordained on 6 April I860; but Marks's caution and
concern for members' rights were emphatically of paramount importance.
Congregational Autonomy
A second contribution to the Reorganization's strong sense of democracy
was the historical accident that, for many years, many of its congregations
were small, isolated, and independent. Although no demographic studies of
1850s members exist, few of them had "gathered" in or near Nauvoo. They
had belonged to small, rural congregations scattered throughout the Midwest,
held together by leaders who may have experimented with factional affiliation
at various times but who also withdrew when such affiliation became distasteful. Joining the coalescing Reorganization in the early 1850s, they brought
with them an emphasis on individual and congregational rights and prerogatives.2
The experience of the Brush Creek branch is instructive. Located in the
northwest corner of Wayne County, Illinois, about eighty miles east of St.
Louis, this branch had been founded in 1842 when Jefferson Hunt, a missionary from Nauvoo, baptized several residents of Brush Creek township
and organized a congregation. After Joseph Smith, Jr.'s, death two years later,
the congregation, numbering more thanfiftymembers, continued very much
as it had before. One of the leading priesthood holders, Nathan A. Morris,
took his family to Utah in 1864, only to return disgruntled three years later.
Some members had relations with other factional movements, but most
remained in the branch and operated as if no authority higher than that of
the congregation existed. Most decisions were made by the priesthood and
ratified by the members. It possessed no hierarchical structure beyond the
level of the priesthood offices present when Smith was killed. In June 1864
1
Smith and Smith, History of the Reorganized Church. 3:264-65; Joseph Smith III, "Autobiography of Joseph Smith," in Edward W. Tullidge, The Life of Joseph the Prophet (Piano,
Illinois: Herald Publishing House, 1880), 774; True Latter Day Saints'Herald 14 (1 October 1868):
105.
2
Douglas D. Alder and Paul M. Edwards, "Common Beginnings, Divergent Beliefs," Dialogue-.
A Journal of Mormon Thought 11 (Spring 1978): 18-28, especially p. 19.
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when Reorganized missionaries William Anderson and Frank Reynolds visited
Wayne County, they discovered the Brush Creek branch by accident, explained
the claims of the Reorganization, and discussed at length the importance of
Joseph Smith Ill's leadership. Over sixty members of the Brush Creek congregation, as well as other early Saints scattered about the region, immediately
affiliated with the Reorganization on the strength of their original baptisms.1
Other independent branches had similar experiences.
The Reorganization has officially recognized congregational autonomy
as a prerogative of members. An 1891 manual on Church practice termed
local branches "the primary and congregational organizations of the Church
and may be formed wherever six or more members in good standing may
be resident in any one neighborhood, one of whom must be an Elder, a
Priest, a Teacher or a Deacon." Other organizational structures were "secondary and governmental organizations of the Church." As recently as 18
April 1972, the Church's delegates in conference reaffirmed this position by
adopting a resolution which began: "The branch is the primary field organization of the church."2 Such a tradition of local autonomy is not easily
circumvented, and Joseph Smith III recognized it.
ORGANIZATIONAL PERSONALITIES

Sociologists have suggested that organizations of any type survive only
when their leaders and members agree on how to distinguish themselves
from the larger society and from groups with similar ideas and goals. The
general nature of the institution, its internal cohesion, and the relationship
with its environment interplay with tangible issues to create and sustain the
institution. These distinguishing "boundaries" vary considerably from one
organization to another, but their degree of firmness is correlated with the
general strength of the organization. A strong organization, one that is firmly
bounded, generally has rigorous entrance requirements and difficult standards for maintaining acceptability, and tolerates little dissent. A loosely
^ a l e Warren, "1842 Branch Is Still Sharing "The Good News,'" Restoration Trail Forum 1
(August 1975): 3 - 4.
2
A Manual of Practice and Rules of Order and Debate for Deliberative Assemblies of the
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints (Lamoni, Iowa: Herald Publishing House, 1891),
9-10; Rules and Resolutions (Independence, Missouri: Herald Publishing House, 1980 ed.), GCR
1111, p. 29.
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bounded organization has simple entrance requirements, tolerates differing
positions, and has fewer standards of conduct.1
Brigham Young and the Utah Mormons developed a firmly bounded
organization with a high level of internal cohesion. Several elements—some,
like persecution, imposed from outside—led to a high level of identity and
separateness.2 The transcontinental migration, the necessity of working together, and the strong sense of shared misery made the exodus a kairos
experience, an intense, compressed period of life-altering events for its participants. The Mormons began the process of becoming a unique people
while leaving Nauvoo and thereby erected the greatest boundary to membership that could be fathomed: to be members in good standing, people
had to forsake all that they held dear and journey for an unknown time, over
an unknown distance, to an unknown land.3
The Reorganized Church, in part because of its peculiar geographical
and historical circumstances, never developed such strong boundaries. Instead, it developed its personality out of the themes of dissent and American
pluralism. The people of the Reorganized Church represented that strain of
early Mormonism that was less extreme, more tolerant, and undeniably and
incessantly democratic in its outlook. The early Reorganization embraced
and celebrated those trends. A diversity of congregations, a diversity of personalities, a diversity of ideas mingled in the loosest of organizations before
the ordination of Joseph Smith III. Furthermore, the Saints were proud of
their diversity, jealous of their independence, and protective of their pre^ h e importance of boundaries is discussed in Max Weber, Theory of Social and Economic
Organizations, translated by A. M. Henderson and Talcott Parsons (New York: The Free Press,
1964), pp. 139-43; Meyer N. Zeld and Roberta Ash, "Social Movement Organizations: Growth,
Decay, and Change," Social Forces 44 (March 1966): 327-41; William R. Dill, "The Impact of
Environment on Organizational Development," in Concepts and Issues in Administrative Behavior,
edited by Sidney Mailik and Edward Van Ness, 94-109 (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: PrenticeHall, 1962),
2
Robert R. King and Kay Atkinson King, "The Effect of Mormon Organizational Boundaries
on Group Cohesion," Dialogue: A Journal of Mormon Thought. 17 (Spring 1984): 61-75.
'Elliot Aronson and Judson Mills, "The Effect of Severity of Initiation on Liking for a Group,"
Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology 59 (September 1959): 177-81; Harold B. Gerard
and Grover C. Mathewson, "The Effects of Severity of Initiation on Liking for a Group: A Replication," Journal of Experimental Social Psychology 2 (1966): 278-87; Jacob E. Hautaluoma
and Helene Spungin, "Effects of Initiation Severity and Interest on Group Attitudes," Journal
of Social Psychology 93 (1974): 245-59; Shipps, Mormonism, 121-23.
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rogatives. Their organization was not only loosely held together but gloried
in its internal divisions.1
The Reorganization manifested these pluralistic tendencies especially
during its formative years in the manner in which it dealt (or did not deal)
with issues. Until the entrance of Joseph Smith III, there was really no body
of accepted doctrine aside from a vague consensus that included a loose
acceptance of the ministry of Joseph Smith, Jr., the scriptures of the early
Church, the denunciation of all other Mormon factional leaders as apostates,
the rejection of plural marriage, and the general, although by no means
unanimous, belief that a descendant of Joseph Smith, Jr., would succeed him.2
Virtually all other questions were wide open. Most important, Church members explicitly and repeatedly asserted their individual rights to accept or
reject all or part of any Reorganization conceptions; and in so doing, they
firmly lodged the authority to make decisions in the hands of the rank and
file membership. Virtually nothing took place in the Reorganization during
the 1850s until it had first been sanctioned by conference action, and then
the conferences were hesitant to act forcefully on any issue which might be
potentially contentious among the membership.3
Such a style successfully avoids the excesses of authoritarianism, but
the early Reorganized Church's commitment to absolute democracy and the
pluralism that it embraced also represented something of an obstacle to
taking significant and forceful action. Understandably, Briggs and other Reorganization leaders, awaiting leadership from the Prophet's successor,
avoided making decisions that might run counter to the future prophet's
wishes. However, in addition to patiently waiting for the successor, the early
movement's potential energy was turned into inertia from fear of violating
individual rights and prerogatives. Limited missionary outreach, virtually no
publications program, and certainly no long-range planning for the organization took place during the decade. Briggs ran a caretaker government that
kept the bills paid and the doors open, but it lacked a plan beyond preserving
1

As only one example, see Norma Deny Hiles's tentative essay, "Lamoni: Crucible for Pluralism
in the Reorganization Church," in Draper and Combs, 139-44. This argument can be extended
for the whole of the Reorganized Church in the nineteenth century.
2
The differences within the Reorganization over matters of doctrine, policy, and organization
during the 1850s have been discussed in my Joseph Smith III Pragmatic Prophet,
3
See Blair, "Reorganized Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints," 216, where he discusses
the "founding conference of the Reorganization," held in Zarahemla, Wisconsin, in April 1853
with its emphasis on democratic and cautious proceedings to ensure consent.
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the "truth" and finding a prophet. Freedom and local autonomy brought a
certain amount of weakness, aimlessness, and inertia.
Similarly, the United States under the Articles of Confederation lacked
a central government strong enough to protect itself militarily, forceful
enough to make and carry out policy both at home and abroad, and stable
enough to foster business ventures and economic activities. Confederations,
it may be said, have a tendency to die of an excess of democracy.1 The nation's
Founding Fathers wrote the Constitution to correct the weaknesses inherent
in the Articles of Confederation, accepting a corresponding lessening of
absolute democracy as a trade-off.
JOSEPH SMITH

Ill's

ADMINISTRATION

In 1860 Joseph Smith III recognized that the administrative structure
he presided over was weak and inefficient in much the same way as the
American Confederation. He gradually, with a sense of honor and charity,
but also with a sense of purpose, worked during his early years as president
to bring order to this structure. Every time he issued a decision, set a policy,
mediated a disagreement—virtually every time he took any action whatsoever—Smith drew more authority into his presidential office in some way.
Correspondingly, he lessened the rights of individual members in outside
jurisdictions, not by intent but as a by-product of his efforts to accomplish
what he envisioned as the goals of the Church. By the 1870s, the membership
was beginning to see that the wide-open democracy of the 1850s had become
1

There has been an intense debate over the end of the Confederation and the beginnings of
the Constitutional era, mostly oriented toward questions of motive. For a review, see D. W. Brogan,
"The Quarrel over Charles Austin Beard and the American Constitution," Economic History Review
17 (August 1965): 199-223. The analysis is developed in David Donald, "Died of Democracy," in
Why the North Won the Civil War, edited by David Donald, 79-90 (New York: Collier Books,
I960). The most extensive analyses of the Confederation period remain those by Merrill Jensen:
The Articles of Confederation: An Interpretation of the Social-Cultural History of the American
Revolution, 1774-1781 (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1940), and The New Nation: A
History of the United States During the Confederation. 1871-1879 (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1950), which takes a decidedly pro-Confederation position; and Gordon S. Wood,
The Creation of the American Republic 1776-1787 (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina
Press, 1969) and Robert R. Palmer, The Age of Democratic Revolution, 2 vols. (Princeton, New
Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1959-64), which argue that the Confederation was a less than
fully effective governmental system.
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a thing of the past.1 Perhaps he recognized, as most members of the Reorganization probably did not, that the opposite of dictatorship has never been
democracy but anarchy and that accomplishing the decidedly worthwhile
goals of the movement meant that some local autonomy had to be sacrificed.2
As one case example of this centralization effort, Joseph Smith III early
recognized the necessity of placing the proper individuals in high Church
office, a measure that would ensure stable administration. In October I860,
after six months as president of the Reorganization, Smith asked, in keeping
with Reorganized Church practice, that the General Conference appoint a
committee to nominate an additional seven men to fill the Quorum of Twelve
Apostles. The committee called only three and later changed the meeting
minutes so that Smith's recommendation for ordination and the conference's
action coincided. To Smith's statement, "The Quorum of the Twelve should
be filled," the 1861 conference added, "as far as practicable."3
After several additional fits and starts, none of which were satisfactory
to the prophet, Smith took more forceful action in 1873 to see ordained
those he believed God had called appointed to the Church's ruling quorums.
'Launius, "Joseph Smith III and the Quest for a Centralized Organization," pp. 104-20. See
also the critique of ecclesiastical structure in the Reorganized Church, William D. Russell, "The
Latter Day Saint Priesthood: A Reflection of 'Catholic' Tendencies in Nineteenth Century American
Religion," in Draper and Lindgren, 232-41.
2
Joseph Smith III was never subversive in this centralization process. He had a fundamental
commitment to a basic democratic, pluralistic church government. Smith urged the Saints: "Those
who rule and those who administer must be held to a strict account of stewardship; no evasion
of responsibility must be permitted, no misuse of power or position be tolerated." "Editorial,"
Saints' Herald, 4 October 1899, as quoted in F. Henry Edwards, The History of the Reorganized
Church ofJesus Christ of Latter Day Saints (Independence, Missouri: Herald Publishing House,
1969), 5:468-71. In 1905 Smith made an even stronger official statement, signing it "Joseph Smith,
President Reorganized Church": "In order that the people may be safe from the undue advantage
of the position accorded to this leading quorum in case ambition seize them or any one of them
to the overriding of the integrity of the others, two other quorums composed of larger numbers
are provided, the members of which quorums hold the same priesthood as these presiding
officers, each quorum being invested with equal authority in decision, so that if the three presidents
should attempt to take from the people any, or all the liberties that membership in the church
entitles them to, it is in the power of the Twelve and Seventy to check such ambition and secure
the people from imposition." "Safeguards in Church Government: Are the People Safe?" Saints'
Herald 52 (22 March 1905): 266-67. The checks and balances of the system, therefore, assured
that democracy would be a real part of the institution.
3
This has been changed in the handwritten "Early Reorganization Minutes," Book A, 6 October
1860, RIDS Church Library-Archives. The amendment is recorded in "Conference Minutes," True
Latter Day Saints' Herald 2 (May 1861): 67. See also Richard P. Howard, "Selection of Apostles
1835-1873: A Tradition Emerges," Saints'Herald 118 (April 1971): 48.
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Although he was concerned with the First Presidency and the Presiding
Bishopric, the make-up and effectiveness of the Quorum of Twelve was
probably Smith's highest priority. He prepared the way for this reorganization
at the conference of 1870 by hinting that firm direction would probably soon
mandate changes in the quorums.1 At the General Conference of 1873, he
delivered a revelation which filled the First Presidency by appointing two
counselors, called seven men into the ranks of the Twelve, filled the Standing
High Council, appointed numerous people to the Quorums of Seventies, and
provided for the ordination of counselors in the Presiding Bishopric. Perhaps
more important, the document established the president as the supreme
appointive power in the Church and set the precedent for all subsequent
calls to the Church's most important priesthood bodies.2 Since that time, all
changes of personnel in the governing quorums have been made through
the formal, written revelatory method adopted in 1873.
Investing the presidential office with the appointive and other powers
ensured that Joseph Smith III over a period of years concentrated ever more
authority in the Church hierarchy and allowed Smith's hand-picked associates
to develop a more efficient ecclesiastical structure, capable of carrying on
ambitious programs and engaging in more forceful missionary endeavors.
Some members felt that their 1850s liberty was being eroded. Smith, in reality
cautious and moderate, constantly had to be prepared to answer charges of
"tyranny." Dealing with the powerful tradition of dissent was an ever-present
part of his presidential administration.
THE BRIGGS AND GURLEY CRISIS

The Church faced its most serious crisis during the latter 1870s and
early 1880s when Jason W. Briggs and Zenos H. Gurley, Jr., then apostles,
challenged the hierarchy's rights to make fundamental decisions about policy
and doctrine.3 Unwilling to accept even moderate circumscription of their
rights, they called for a reformation which would redistribute ecclesiastical
power among the membership by making general conferences the exclusive
1

"Conference Minutes," True Latter Day Saints' Herald 17 (15 April 1870): 243-44.
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policy-making body of the Church. They charged that certain Church leaders,
especially Joseph Smith III, had repeatedly violated the cherished autonomy
of the Saints by his attempts to consolidate authority in building a more
efficient organization.
Persistently, and with a touch of remorse-regretting that matters had
come to this pass-Briggs and Gurley decried what they perceived as an
erosion of tolerance for pluralism, dissent, and democracy in the Reorganization. Briggs, the same man who had been so crucial to the Church's
formation in the 1850s, condemned Joseph Smith III in a letter to William
H. Kelley, president of the Quorum of the Twelve, for pontificating about
"my policy" and pointed out the danger in Smith's comment that the Saints
"will not go far wrong if you will take brother Joseph's Counsel." He
carried his defense of local autonomy to its logical conclusion, called for an
end to this "peculiar phaze of Family Worship" and asserted that personal
reason and experience had to be the final arbiters of truth.1 He summed up
his position in The Messenger, a Reorganized Church missionary periodical:
Why do you make other men's dreams your law, but trust not your own?
Prove all things, and whatever is proved to be good, hold fast, and the
rest... leave in the ante-room of inquiry, or let it slide
We often
hear... "you must not trust your own judgment." But we ask whose then
shall we trust?... If we are told to repudiate human judgment all together,
we answer we have no other, and moreover that such is the platform of
fools.2

It was a declaration of independence from the dictates of others for
Briggs and for those of his ilk. In another letter on 15 October 1876 to Kelley,
Briggs expressed obvious disgust: "There is but little encouragement for an
Elder who thinks as well as feels."
Zenos Gurley shared Briggs's position on authority in the Church and
the extent to which its hierarchy was responsive to individuals. He believed
that Joseph Smith, Jr., had established a virtual dictatorship in the early Latter
Day Saint Church, protested that "no servant of Christ should be a guide for
you to follow, only as he follows Christ," and decried the "omnipoten[ce]"
of Joseph Smith, Jr.: "It places him instead of God to us
If this be
law,... then in that case our salvation depends upon belief in Joseph Smith."3
1
Letters of Jason W. Briggs to William H. Kelley, 2 April 1877 and 31 October 1875, William
H. Kelley Papers, RIDS Church Library-Archives.
2
"Skepticism-Its Use," The Messenger (Salt Lake City, Utah) 2 (1876): 32.
3
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As Clare D. Vlahos interprets Gurley's protest, "The real law of the Church
was not the designated Conference body but the prophet who could legislate
with each revelation."1 Joseph Smith Ill's pronouncement of revelation, therefore, triggered a whole range of lesser complaints about the direction of
Church policy and doctrine.
Briggs and Gurley did not directly challenge Joseph Smith Ill's prophetic
authority, the rights of the First Presidency as a presiding unit, or the overall
centralizing of functions that had once been in the hands of relatively autonomous local units if they were conducted at all; however, by questioning
the veracity of scripture and other doctrines emerging from the Latter Day
Saint experience, they thereby cast doubt on the prophetic guidance of the
Church's leadership. They attacked the Church's commitment to the gathering2 as an unwise position because of the opposition it invariably engendered from the external community. They publicly stated that the Church
was building its reputation upon flawed foundations by taking the official
position that plural marriage had never been a part of early Mormonism.
In a pattern of growing dissent, Briggs and Gurley interpreted Joseph
Smith Ill's presidency as establishing the direction of the Reorganization by
legal maneuver, cautious manipulation, or the force of personality and prestige and as, in consequence, depriving Church membership of the right to
make decisions that would fundamentally affect the movement. Although they
did not cast their opposition in these explicit terms, Briggs and Gurley
protested the erosion of the early Reorganization's democracy. Members in
the earlier period could hold a greater divergence of opinion and remain
in good standing; decisions, if made at all, were made only in conferences
where all representatives had equal voice and vote.3
While Jason Briggs was a theoretician and something of a rabble-rouser,
Zenos Gurley was a tactician. In an ingenious plan to curb Joseph Smith Hi's
1

"Challenge to Centralized Power," 143.
When Smith was ordained president of the Reorganization, many members urged the establishment of a gathering center as had been done in his father's time. Smith, though cautious,
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authority and to return policy-making where he thought it belonged—to the
general conferences—he pushed for what amounted to an open season on
all policies and doctrines of the Church for one year. All opinions and all
avenues of expressions would be acceptable, including open access to the
Saints' Herald. (Smith had already prohibited Gurley from publishing some
of his ideas on plural marriage in this periodical.) Gurley also demanded
that, following this free discussion, the General Conference would make
definitive statements on all issues of importance to the Reorganization.1
Gurley felt that this plan would accomplish three crucial objectives for
the welfare of the Church. First, he believed that an open presentation of his
ideas would sway the Church membership decisively toward his and Briggs's
position. Gurley genuinely believed his doctrinal conceptions were superior
to the myth and symbol that passed for Reorganized Church policy and
doctrine at the time. He believed that most Reorganized Saints did not think
critically and study religious issues in detail. He accepted many of the ideas
then emerging in biblical criticism that overturned many Reorganization
concepts as, indeed they were overturning Protestant thought. Among these
displaced icons were the infallibility of the Bible, the age of the earth, the
creation story, and associated issues. Gurley further questioned such Restoration "myths" as the Reorganization's official denial that Joseph Smith, Jr.,
ever practiced polygamy, the nature of God, and other uniquely Mormon
concepts.
But, equally important, he unquestioningly believed that the Saints
would adopt his position once they understood it. This was, perhaps, the
ultimate evidence of Gurley's dedication to a fearlessly democratic movement—his trust in the sound judgment of the ordinary member. Second, this
approach reinstituted and solidified the critical role of the General Conference as the final authority for all that the Reorganization did, undertook, and
stood for in the world. And third, but especially attractive to Gurley, this
approach would lessen Smith's power as president to decide the direction
of the Church.
Joseph Smith III understood this direct challenge to the authority of the
centralized presidency much more clearly than did most of the other people
in the Reorganization at the time. Though he respected the viewpoints of
Briggs and Gurley, he had no sympathy for the disharmony their criticisms
'Launius, Joseph Smith III, 283-85.

ROGER

D. LAUNIUS/THE

DYNAMICS OF DISSENT IN THE

RLDS CHURCH

165

engendered within the Church and had no intention of allowing Gurley's
reform effort to succeed. Smith recognized that, if the Reorganized Church
was to accomplish anything of worth, it had to unify and focus its efforts, a
course that required enough centralized direction for the system to function
with some degree of efficiency. Tolerance and sympathy were an intrinsic
part of the Church's community fabric, but tolerance that significantly impinged on the accomplishment of Church objectives must be curtailed.
Joseph Smith III spelled out his basic belief about limited freedom in
a letter to Briggs in 1877:
I assume no right to dictate, but have supposed from the action of all the
conferences since 1852, that if a matter was decided by the plain teaching
of the books it was settled for all members of the Church. If this is not
correct, nothing is gained by organization, for the word alone means
nothing. However, I am a man for free speech and free inquiry, howbeit,
he who mistakes belief for liberty will have a hard row to hoe.1
If this was not clear enough, Smith wrote near the same time to the
president of Briggs's quorum about what was required of members. "I acknowledge the 'right of conscience' and I believe in its exercise," he commented, "but to allow that to dictate to, and dominate the rights of fellowship
and ignore the bonds of Association, I cannot." Then in a homely phrase, he
summed up his policy on persistent malcontents: "If a man wants to retain
and exercise all his individual rights, let him get by himself, where his elbows
and knees will not hurt his neighbors."2 Smith understood very well that the
Saints had to give up some liberty for the sake of the movement's larger
goals.
Despite Joseph Smith Ill's continued personal respect for Briggs and
Gurley, there is no doubt of his hostility to their position on Church government and his determination to contain the reform effort.3 He was tolerant
for quite some time and tried to give the apostles the benefit of the doubt
in questionable instances, but created, according to Vlahos, a "security barrier" to curtail their influence:
1

Joseph Smith III to Jason W. Briggs, 22 January 1877, Joseph Smith III Letterbook 1, RLDS
Church Library-Archives.
2
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3
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Smith would allow deviations in thought but not where they might have
too profound an influence. [W. W.] Blair rather than Briggs was called to
the position of counselor [in 1873] as a result. Some Gurley materials were
allowed in the Herald but not those condemning Joseph Smith, Jr., for
polygamy. Most importantly, President Smith acknowledged the potential
impact of a Gurley-sponsored free debate in the Herald. He flatly refused
to let it take place.1

To Smith, the issue was clear. Curtailing the authority of the presidential
office was not good for the Church; therefore, Smith could not allow the
Briggs/Gurley reform attempt to succeed.
Politically viewed, Joseph Smith Ill's handling of the Briggs/Gurley affair
was masterful. He moved cautiously, preserving as much internal harmony
and order as possible, and had the patience to work through nuances and
small issues for years—solidifying his position and eroding theirs. In February
1885, Smith wrote to William H. Kelley, then President of the Twelve, about
Briggs and Gurley and the trouble they were causing. "There are rumors
that there will be something out of the ordinary line attempted, or done at
the April conference" by Gurley, he wrote. Smith said he had tried to avoid
a public conflict, but that now "my own course is determined upon."2 When
the rebellion peaked at the April 1885 General Conference, therefore, Smith
was prepared with the necessary support to stop it cold.
When conference convened and the officers of the Church were sustained, several people raised the issues of Briggs's and Gurley's worthiness
to continue as members of the apostolic quorum. Smith had to officially
refrain from being involved in the debate, but he was aware that it would
happen and clearly approved when the debate became a vote not to sustain
the two apostles. When asked what the fate of Gurley and Briggs should be,
given the conference's action, Smith, in an effort to mitigate tensions, declared
that "they are still members of their quorum, and hold priesthood, but by
reason of the vote not to sustain are not authorized to act as ministers for
the church, until such time as the disability imposed by the vote of conference
is removed"3
The next year when these two dissenters and a small number of followers, mostly relatives, left the Reorganization, Smith's victory was sure.
1

"Challenge to Centralized Power," 149.
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Among those leaving in 1886 was Ebenezer Robinson, Gurley's father-in-law.
Robinson had joined the Church in 1835, had been the founder and first
editor of the Times and Seasons in Nauvoo, and had joined the Reorganization
in the 1860s.
Smith believed his actions had ensured the stability of the Church. He
recounted in his memoirs a vision experienced before that General Conference in which he and W. W. Blair were tending three charcoal pits. One of
the pits began burning out of control, threatening to destroy the wood rather
than char it. Smith decided to sacrifice some of the wood to correct the
problem and save the rest. He hammered a large hole into the pit and allowed
it to burn until it was under control. He wrote, "Thus the trouble threatened
was avoided and the pit saved from destruction." Smith specifically equated
the loss of Briggs and Gurley and their followers to the wood that was
sacrificed so that the remainder might achieve its intended purpose. The
good of the whole required the sacrifice of a part.1
THE LEGACY OF AUTONOMY

Did Smith's action end the dynamics of dissent and celebration of plurality in the Reorganization? Hardly! Freedom of thought and expression have
remained an important part of the Reorganized Church down to the present.2
When Joseph Smith III counseled his successor from his deathbed in 1914,
he understood better than most that the Church's membership was jealous
of its autonomy. Perhaps Frederick M. Smith, a man who possessed tendencies
toward autocracy already, could learn from his father's experience.
Unfortunately, Reorganized Church presidents have been forced to relearn this lesson repeatedly in the twentieth century; and with every crisis,
the institution and membership have significantly suffered. These rebellions
have always arisen out of a perception that the Church's leadership is moving
in a direction or with a forcefulness that is unacceptable to many members.
While the particulars of the controversies differ from epoch to epoch, those
who are discontented always charge the Church hierarchy with tyranny and
rebel against this perceived violation of their rights to believe and act in a
manner they consider in keeping with the Restoration movement.
Most of the time, the malcontents have had minor impact and have
Joseph Smith III, "The Memoirs of President Joseph Smith (1832-1914)," Saints'Herald 83
(9Junel936):719-20.
2
Blair, "Reorganized Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints," 225.

168

Journal of Mormon History

elicited little concern from the corporate Church. Periodically, however, they
attract such a large following that they cannot be ignored. The result has
been a series of major crises in the Church, all of which have had the potential
of schism.1
The Reorganized Church is currently experiencing the turmoil of yet
another conflict between member autonomy and centralized authority. Although it is not the subject of this paper and clearly requires careful analysis,
the current conflict lies between fundamentalist members and a more liberal
central hierarchy. Couched in terms of a rebellion against so-called ecumenical trends in the Church and fueled by the volatile issue of women's
ordination, the underlying issue is whether the Church hierarchy or the local
membership possess ultimate control. Several thousand Reorganized Church
members have formed independent churches rather than submit to what
they consider abuses of authority on the part of the institutional church.2 In
so doing, they are exercising a cherished and long-standing tradition in the
Reorganization. It was the tradition upon which the Reorganized Church was
founded, and it was nourished in the leadership vacuum of the 1850s. Joseph
Smith III recognized its central place in the movement and chose not to
overturn it, although he certainly lessened its influence. At the same time,
Smith understood that equally central was the autonomy of individuals, counseling his son not to try "to force them or coerce. That would be bad trouble."
He was right.
'For discussions of other episodes of dissent see Paul M. Edwards, "Theocratic-Democracy:
Philosopher-King of the Reorganization," in McKiernan, Blair, and Edwards, 341-57; Larry E. Hunt.
F. M. Smith: Saint as Reformer, 2 vols (Independence, Missouri: Herald Publishing House, 1982);
William J. Knapp, "Professionalizing Religious Education in the Church: The 'New Curriculum'
Controversy," John Whitmer Historical Association Journal 2 (1982): 47-59. On religious
dissent generally, see Edwin Scott Gaustad, Dissent in American Religion (Chicago: University of
Illinois Press, 1973).
2
William D. Russell's forthcoming history of the ongoing fundamentalist controversy in the
Reorganized Church should be a valuable analysis of this episode. On these changes see Larry
W. Conrad and Paul Shupe, "An RIDS Reformation? Construing the Task of RIDS Theology,"
Dialogue: A Journal of Mormon Thought 18 (Summer 1985): 92-103, and Howard J. Booth,
"Recent Shifts in Restoration Thought," in Draper and Lindgren, 162-75. For the fundamentalist
response, see Richard Price, Action Time (Independence, Missouri: Price Publishing Co., 1985),
and several periodicals: Restoration Foundation Newsletter, The Herald Review, Restoration Voice,
and Vision, all published in Independence, Missouri.

THE ODYSSEY OF A LATTER-DAY
PROPHET: WILFORD WOODRUFF
AND THE MANIFESTO OF 1890
Thomas G. Alexander1

INTRODUCTION

21 SEPTEMBER 1890, eighty-three-year-old Wilford Woodruff, prophet,
seer, and revelator, and president of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day
Saints, arrived in Salt Lake City from an excursion to northern California.
There, he, his first counselor George Q. Cannon, and associates including
Mormon entrepreneur Hiram B. Clawson had talked with political, business,
and media leaders like Morris M. Estee, Isaac Trumbo, C. H. Livingston, and
Henry Bigelow and had visited such tourist attractions as Golden Gate Park,
a Chinese theater, and a circus. As Trumbo's guests, they had dined well,
ON
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including one twelve-course "supper," which included a $14 bottle of "Chateau Zequem [perhaps d'Yquem] wine."1
After returning to Salt Lake City, Woodruff caught up with his routine
work on 22 and 23 September. In light of the events about to occur, it is
significant that these chores, in addition to writing letters, included signing
temple recommends and meeting with the president and first counselor of
the St. George Temple, John D. T. McAllister and David H. Cannon (9:112).
The next day, on 24 September, he completed his usual office routine,
then met with Apostles Marriner W. Merrill, Franklin D. Richards, and Moses
Thatcher; his counselors, Cannon and Joseph F. Smith; and George Reynolds.
The seven men discussed what he called somewhat cryptically, "an important
Subject." The next day, he confided to his diary:
I have arived at a point in the History of my life as the President of the
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints whare I am under the necessity
of acting for the Temporal Salvation of the Church. The United State
Governmet has taken a Stand & passed Laws to destroy the Latter day
Saints upon the Subjet of poligamy or Patriarchal order of Marriage. And
after Praying to the Lord & feeling inspired by his spirit I have issued... [a]
Proclamation which is sustained by my Councillors and the 12 Apostles."
This proclamation, which he labeled an "Official Declaration" addressed
"To whom it may Concern," has been canonized by that name but is far
better known as the Manifesto. Those whom it concerned included virtually
every Mormon household in the world, the government of the United States,
and thousands of concerned Americans, many of whom had never seen a
Mormon, and to a lesser extent, governments of nations as far-flung as Australia
and Great Britain. In the Manifesto, Woodruff denied that the Church had
continued to solemnize plural marriages. Indicating that since the Supreme
Court had declared constitutional the laws forbidding polygamy, he announced his intention to "submit to those laws and to use... my influence
with the members of the Church... to have them do likewise." He denied
that the Church encouraged members to enter polygamy, and insisted that
Church leaders had "promptly reproved" those elders who had done so.
In issuing this declaration, Woodruff and the leadership acknowledged
a change in practice in the Church. Possibly as early as 1831 and at least by
1
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1841, Joseph Smith had begun clandestinely to enter plural marriage.1 Other
leaders followed. Officially and publicly acknowledging polygamy in 1852,
the Church considered such marriages a divinely sanctioned responsibility
for those who expected the richest blessings of the Lord. Since 1875, nearly
thirteen hundred male priesthood holders including several of the Twelve
and Woodruffs first counselor had suffered imprisonment as a result of their
refusal to abandon the principle.2 Federal judges had also sent a number of
women to prison for contempt of court when they protected their husbands
by refusing to testify; the Edmunds-Tucker Act of 1887 had made it legal to
accept testimony from wives and husbands against each other.
In issuing the proclamation in September 1890 Woodruff did more than
change a practice. He passed through a psychic watershed that led the Mormon
people from fellowship in a persecuted, isolated, and despised sect to membership in one of the largest churches in the United States and one of the
fastest-growing religious traditions in the world.
THE WILDERNESS REVELATION

What led Woodruff to the frame of mind where he could issue such a
declaration? Clearly it was not because he had personally rejected the principle. Married to Phebe W. Carter in 1837, he was sealed to his second wife,
Mary Ann Jackson, in 1846. During the 1850s, he had married four more
wives. He married a seventh wife in 1877, shortly after the dedication of the
St. George Temple. The marriage with Mary Ann had ended in divorce; and
his third wife, Mary Giles Meeks Webster, died shortly after their marriage
in 1852, followed by Phebe's death in 1885. Thus, in 1890, he had four living
wives: Emma Smith and Sarah Brown, whom he had married on the same
day in March 1853, Sarah Delight Stocking, called Delight, whom he had
married in 1857 during the Mormon Reformation, a period of intensified
religious commitment, and Eudora Lavina Young.3
The revelation—and Woodruff called it that—and subsequent change
in policy, however ambiguous that change was in the minds of some members,
resulted, I believe, from a spiritual, physical, and psychic odyssey that began
1
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a decade before the Manifesto and ended as Woodruff returned from California. In the process, the president's attitude toward the United States government changed from apocalyptic belligerency to evenhanded cooperation
as he led the Mormons into their transformation from religious outsiders to
members of a prominent American church.1
Woodruff took the first steps on this odyssey in February 1879, a month
after the decision of the United States Supreme Court sustaining the conviction
of George Reynolds for plural marriage (98 U.S. 145,1879), when the United
States marshal for Utah came to southern Utah. He was hunting polygamists
in general and Woodruff in particular, then St. George Temple president and
a senior apostle. Woodruff hid in the temple, then left town under cloak of
darkness. Traveling first to Bunkerville, Nevada, he returned to St. George
briefly, then fled southeastward, preaching to the Indians and visiting the Mormon colonists in Northern Arizona and New Mexico. Stopping at Moenkopi,
he moved on to proselyte among the Hopi, the Apache, and the Zuni, and
preached at Isleta in the Rio Grande Valley before pausing in the Mormon
settlements on the Little Colorado. While hiding out on the underground at
a sheepherders' camp in the wilderness of Arizona's San Francisco Mountains
west of the Little Colorado on 26 January 1880, Woodruff experienced a
profoundly moving theophany. There in the harsh solitude of a high-country
winter, he spent the day reading anti-Mormon lectures and letters from
relatives and friends. Retiring to his tent "filled with Prayer and Meditation,"
Wilford awoke "about Midnight":
The Lord poured out his spirit upon me and opened the vision of my
mind so I could & Comprehend in a good measure the mind and will of
God and his purposes Concerning our Nation and the inhabitants of
Zion.... When I comprehended the great and Mighty responsibility which
rested upon the Quorum of the Apostles in the sight of God and the
Heavenly Hosts, My head became a fountain of tears and my Pillow was
wet as with the dews of heaven and... the Lord revealed unto me our
duty Even the duty of the Twelve Apostles and all the faithful Elders of
Israel. (7:546)
The following night, he was "again wrapped in vision during a good
deal of the night Concerning the destiny of our Nation and of Zion" (7:547).
This long revelation in the wilderness (7:615-21) has several themes. In
1
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general, it testifies that Christ's second coming is near, that God will pour
out judgment upon the nations, that the Saints must remain pure and blameless, that plural marriage is a divine principle, and that the Lord approves
the labors of the Twelve.
In an apocalyptic mood, Woodruff testified that the Lord would pour
out "wrath and indignation... upon the wicked," sending "Plagues to go
forth and lay waste mine Enemies and not many years hence they shall not
be left to pollute mine heritage. The Devil is ruling over his Kingdom
and... stirs them up to defy my Power, and to make war upon my
Saints
The Nation is ripened in iniquity and the Cup of the wrath of mine
indignation is full, and I will not Stay my hand in Judgment upon this Nation
or the Nations of the Earth" (7:615).
The revelation identifies the Saints' persecutors in a comprehensive list
that includes the president of the United States; members of the Supreme
Court, the Cabinet, the Senate, and the House; the governors of various states
and territories; judges and officials, and others "who have taken part in
persecuting you or Bringing distress upon you or your families or have sought
your lives or sought to hinder you from keeping my Commandments or from
Enjoying the rights which the Constitutional Laws of the Land guarantee unto
you." The revelation identifies their fault as "seek[ing] to hinder my People
from obeying the Patriarchal Law of Abraham which leadeth to a Celestial
Glory" (7:618). The Lord also commanded faltering Saints to repent and
catalogued those who had merited his wrath: "Adulterers and Adulteresses
and those who blasphen [sic] my name and those who love and make a lie,
and those who revel and Drink with the Drunken... who asspire to the
honors of men, and do not honor the Priesthood, nor seek to build up the
Kingdom of God as they Should." The revelation warned: "If they do not
speedily repent of their wickedness and Abominations They shall be severed
from the ordinances of my house Saith the Lord" (7:618).
The Lord accepted the faithful labors of the Twelve, assuring them that
they were free from responsibility for the sins "of this Nation," promised
Woodruff that he would return soon, but adjured the apostles to "seek diligently to build up Zion and magnify your high Calling." If they did so, he
promised, "your enemies shall not prevail over you. Zion shall not be moved
out of her Place. Zion shall prevail against her enemies. My People shall not
be hindered in the building of my Temples unto my Holy Name if they will
harken to my voice and do as I Command them." Further, the faithful Twelve
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would sit "upon Thrones and Judge the Gentiles and all of the inhabitants
of the Earth unto whom you have borne Testimony of my name in the day
and Generation in which you live" (7:619).
Moreover, the revelation instructed Woodruff to call upon the Twelve
to offer the testimony of "the pure in hart" against their persecutors by name
in the temple, after they had washed their feet in "pure water" and clothed
themselves in "the Robes of the Holy Priesthood" (7:616).
Within a few weeks, John Taylor, who had presided over the Church's
collective leaders as president of the Council of the Twelve since Brigham
Young's death in 1877, summoned Woodruff back to Salt Lake City for April
conference. Woodruffs underground sojourn may have kept from him the
knowledge that the U.S. Supreme Court had made proof of a plural marriage
difficult to obtain by upholding the appeal of convicted polygamist John
Miles, for Woodruff recorded the lower court's sentence and appeal—but
not its outcome - in his journal.1 As a result, Church leaders felt free to appear
in public until enforcement of the Edmunds Act, passed in 1882, sent them
again on the underground.
Arriving in Salt Lake City, Woodruff presented his revelation to the
Twelve on April 4 for their approval.2 On April 22, the Twelve voted to accept
the revelation "as the word of the Lord." No action, however, was taken on
the provisions of the revelation for several months. At the October 1880
conference, the Quorum of the Twelve reorganized the First Presidency,
sustaining John Taylor as president, George Q. Cannon and Joseph F. Smith
as counselors, and Woodruff as president of the Quorum. Woodruff now
stood next in line for the presidency.
Three months later, on 19 January 1881, members of the Twelve, the
First Presidency, the Patriarch to the Church, and the Presiding Bishopric
who were within reasonable traveling distance carried out the revelation's
requirement of testifying against those who had "made war against Thee and
thy kingdom and thine anointed ones" (7:624). Even Charles C. Rich, debi1

103 U.S. 304 (1880); Woodruff refers to the lower court's decision in his journal,7:491. The
issue involved in the case was the proof necessary to demonstrate a marriage had taken place.
The U.S. Supreme Court required positive proof—such as a written record—rather than simply
community reputation to substantiate the marriage.
2
The closing passages of the revelation recognized John Taylor as president of the Council
of the Twelve but authorized Woodruff to write the revelation and present it to the council. If
the quorum united in accepting it, it was to be presented by John Taylor "as the word of the
Lord" (7:620-21).
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litated from a recent stroke, and Orson Pratt, enfeebled by advanced diabetes,
were there. Those absent included George Q. Cannon, then representing
Utah in Congress, and apostles Brigham Young, Jr., Moses Thatcher, Erastus
Snow, and John W. Taylor, all away on assignments.
At President John Taylor's request, Woodruff had written a prayer, listing
the names of the offenders and calling upon the Lord to "protect thy Church,
thy Kingdom and thy people from the Power of the wicked" and checking
their efforts to prevent "thy Saints from keeping thy Commandments, from
building the Temples of our God and redeeming Our dead."1 Thus, Woodruffs wilderness revelation, accepted and acted upon by the united presiding
quorums, held the Church committed to continuing polygamy and resisting
efforts of the federal government to crush it as 1881 began.
THE EDMUNDS ACT,

1882

The next significant move came on 25 March 1882 when President
Chester A. Arthur signed the Edmunds Act, which defined the offense of
unlawful cohabitation, disfranchised polygamists, and placed Utah Territory's
election machinery in the hands of the Utah Commission. On that same day,
Woodruff met with the First Presidency and they agreed to counsel "the
brethren to live with but one wife under the same Roof (7:92). This counsel
seems to have resulted from an effort to find a way to adhere to a strict
interpretation of the law without abandoning plural wives and was presumably
meant to apply to all priesthood holders. This effort to set up households
that looked monogamous, however, was not a capitulation; for eight months
later, Wilford recorded in his journal that the First Presidency and Twelve,
in a joint meeting that discussed the relationship between a recently proposed
state constitution and the Church's obedience to the law, concluded that they
"could not swap... the Kingdom of God or any of its Laws or Principals for
a State Governmet [sic]" (8:133).
Because of the Miles case, the federal government could no longer
prosecute under the Morrill Act of 1862 and had not yet worked out a
systematic means for arresting and prosecuting violators of the Edmunds Act.
'Woodruffs prayer (7:621-25) refers to a printed list of names, which is not included in the
journal. "Names of Persons To be held in Remembrance before the Lord, For their Evil Deeds,
and Who have raised their hands Against the Lord's Anointed," photocopy of "Materials from St.
George Temple-Picked Up and Brought Back by Lauritz G. Petersen and Thomas G. Truitt on
January 15,1973," in my possession.
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Thus, between 1882 and mid-1884, the Church leadership stood as in the
calm eye of a hurricane, carrying out their routine meetings, and visiting
stake conferences. Wilford Woodruff was still president of the St. George
Temple, though he spent only a small proportion of his time there. He also
advised local leaders and Church architects on the construction of two new
temples in Manti and Logan, Utah.
In August 1884, the storm began to mount against the Utah community
with the arrival of Charles S. Zane of Illinois, chief justice of the Utah Territorial
Supreme Court and judge of the third judicial district, located in Salt Lake
City. Working with the U.S. district attorney, Charles S. Varian, who pressed
for grand jury indictments, and U.S. Marshal Edwin A. Ireland, Zane and his
fellow judges began systematically convicting Mormon polygamists of unlawful cohabitation under the Edmunds Act, on evidence of community reputation.1 Thus began "the Raid," a species of "reign of terror" that filled the
territorial penitentiary in Sugarhouse with nearly thirteen hundred unrepentant polygamists and sent uncounted others on the underground within
the next six years.
Wilford Woodruff, John Taylor, George Q. Cannon, Joseph F. Smith, and
others had all gone underground by late winter 1885. Wilford saw someone
watching his Salt Lake home on Sunday, 11 January 1885. He hid in the Salt
Lake Seventeenth Ward meetinghouse for most of the next week while he
got his affairs in order. He sent letters to Sarah, Emma, and Delight, gave
Phebe, who was ill, a blessing, then late on the afternoon of 17 January drove
with Wilford Woodruff, Jr., to the Utah Southern track west of the city where
he boarded a private car owned by Samuel Hill, a director of the railroad.
At Nephi, the train stopped for Apostle George Teasdale. In Milford, a carriage
took them to St. George (8:298-99).
Teasdale went on to Mexico and eventually to Europe, but Woodruff
remained in St. George until November 1885 under the name of Lewis Allen
(a boyhood friend from Connecticut), living inconspicuously with Thomas
Cottam and William Atkin or at the temple. Although he was discreet, he
lived a relatively normal life, conducting temple sessions, visiting stake conferences in southern Utah and southeastern Nevada, duck-hunting, fishing,
and farming. The ten-month exile ended in November 1885, when he "had
a letter calling me to Salt Lake" (8:341).
'For a discussion of Zane's activities, see Thomas G. Alexander, "Charles S. Zane: Apostle of
the New Era," Utah Historical Quarterly 34 (Fall 1966): 290-314.
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The Twelve held a clandestine meeting 6 November in which they
severed Apostle Albert Carrington from the Quorum and excommunicated
him for adultery, then considered charges against John W. Young, an apostle
though not a member of the Council of the Twelve, of neglect of duty. They
recessed that trial pending the apostle's reformation (8:342).
Woodruff does not comment on his feelings about holding court on
the two apostles, but a personal matter must have caused him deep anguish.
He had spent his first night in the city "at home" where he found Phebe
"quite poorly" (8:342). On November 9, he risked another visit to her. She
had suffered a severe attack of "chills" about a month before; during her
illness, she had fallen and split her scalp. Their daughter Bulah said she
thought her mother was dying. Recognizing Phebe's hopeless condition,
Woodruff blessed her and "anointed her for her burial." She died a few
hours later. Unable to attend the funeral three days later for fear of arrest,
Woodruff hid at the president's office on South Temple and watched through
the window while services were conducted in the Salt Lake Fourteenth Ward
schoolhouse and the cortege passed to the cemetery. He wrote, "I am passing
through a strange Chapter in the history of my life. Persecution is raging
against the Latter Day Saints. [Still,] I am perfectly willing for my wife to lie
down & go to sleep & be freed from... the persecution from the wicked."
Standing in reverie, he prayed that he might remain faithful enough to meet
with her and his friends in the celestial kingdom and "have part in the first
Resurrection with the righteous" (8:343).
Phebe's death changed Wilford's life. Before his flight to St. George, the
two had lived in their home, the Valley House, in the Salt Lake Fourteenth
Ward southwest of the Temple block and in a smaller house nearby. Woodruff
was also constructing a newer brick home on east South Temple.1 Now,
feeling unsafe in the city, Woodruff had his possessions moved to the farm
that Emma occupied about six miles south of the city in Farmer's Ward. The
following week, he rented his South Temple house and, in December, arranged with his and Phebe's children, Wilford, Jr., and Susan, to divide the
lot on which the Valley House stood. From then until after 1890, he alternated
between living on the farm with Emma, staying with friends, living in St.
'The Valley House had been their family home, but Woodruff converted it into a hotel/
boarding house. In the 1870s, he and Phebe moved into a smaller house he built nearby. The
two generally leased the Valley House but seem to have operated it occasionally themselves.
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George, and, after he became president of the Church, living in the French
Second-Empire-style Gardo House on South Temple (8:344, 350).
Although Woodruff remained a spiritual polygamist, he also became a
practicing monogamist, arranging his family affairs according to a strict interpretation of the Edmunds Act. His decision to take this course probably
resulted from a resolve to follow the advice he and the First Presidency had
agreed upon in 1882. When not on the underground, he had primarily lived
either with Phebe or with Emma. Although he had never spent much time
with Delight, who lived near Emma south of Salt Lake City, he often stayed
with Sarah at her Smithfield home, helping their son Newton with construction and repairs, and hunting and fishing with him in the marshes of the
nearby Bear River. However, these visits seem to have ended in February
1884, when Woodruff came to Logan for the temple dedication (8:227); on
3 August 1890, when he stayed with Sarah in Smithfield, he recorded that it
was the first time in "seven years" (9:103). Even attending Logan conferences,
he had stayed with friends rather than in Sarah's Smithfield home. His journal
records no visits to Delight's home from the mid- to late-1880s, and he had
never lived with Eudora.
After Phebe's death, Woodruff appeared publicly only with Emma, although he entertained his other families in private.1 Moreover, he began to
spend his private time with his and Emma's children rather than with those
of his other wives. The choice of Emma over Sarah or Delight was probably
emotional and convenient. He had been sealed both to Emma and Sarah on
the same day, though apparently first to Emma. He had always been closer
to her than to the other two, and Sarah lived in Smithfield, far away from
the center of Church power. Although he corresponded with his other wives
and children, his diary from the mid-1880s through 1890 records frequent
visits, work, and vacations only with Emma's children: Asahel, Abraham Owen
(generally called Owen), and Clara and her husband Ovando Beebe. He
seldom saw his other children except on family business. He corresponded
'On 1 March 1884, his Salt Lake wives and children gathered at the farm for his birthday Phebe, Emma, Delight, and their children, and James Woodruff, child of his marriage with Mary
Ann Jackson. In 1885, he was on the underground in Bunkerville, Nevada; but the celebration
was repeated in 1886 and 1889, after Phebe's death (8:232).
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with Sarah and Delight and their children, but even then, most frequently
with Phebe's and Emma's children.1
PREPARATION FOR THE PRESIDENCY

During the period between 1880 and 1887, Woodruffs attitude, however
obediently he may have complied with the requirements of the law, remained
defiant and apocalyptic, unchanged from his determined mood after the
wilderness revelation. His year-end entries for 1885 and 1886 clearly anticipated God's imminent judgments upon the United States. On 13 January 1887,
as the House of Representatives passed the Edmunds-Tucker Act, he grimly
predicted that this action would seal Congress's "condemnation" and lay "the
foundation for the overthrow & final destruction of the United States government" (8:421).
During early 1887, John Taylor became increasingly infirm, and members of the Twelve began to contemplate a succession in the presidency.
Woodruff, then living in St. George, discussed "the temporal State of Church
Matters" with Heber J. Grant on 20 March. Apparently fearing the possibility
that George Q. Cannon wanted to become president, Grant asked whether
he knew "of any reason in the case of the death of the President of the
Church why the Twelve Apostles should not Choose some other Person
besides the President of the Twelve to be the President of the Church?"2
Woodruff responded with "several vary strong reasons why they should not."
With the president's death, the apostles became the presiding authority; thus,
the president of the Twelve was effectively its president "by virtue of his
office as much while presiding over Twelve Apostles as while presiding over
two as his Councillors." None of the Twelve had ever claimed to preside
over Brigham Young or John Taylor; furthermore, assuming the conservatism
of the Church leadership, since a majority of the Twelve had to agree on the
president of the Church, it seemed unreasonable to expect them to "depart
from the path marked out by inspiration & followed by the Apostles in the
death of Christ and also by the Twelve Apostles since the Death of Joseph
Smith." He later wrote Grant a letter incorporating the substance of his views
(8:431).
x

This generalization is based on an examination of Woodruffs diary for 1886-90, where he
usually recorded the letters he wrote each day. He corresponded with a daughter whom he calls
Phebe, but this woman seems to have been Phebe Amelia, Phebe's child, rather than Phebe
Arabella, Sarah's child.
2
Heber J. Grant, Journal, 20 March, 3 April 1887, IDS Church Archives.
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The question stopped being theoretical in July 1887 when Woodruff
received word from John Jaques, assistant Church historian, and George Q.
Cannon that Taylor lay near death. Woodruff left at once for Salt Lake City,
learning in Richfield that Taylor had died. He felt strongly the burden laid
upon him and called upon the Lord to prepare him "for whatever awaits
him on Earth and have power to perform whatever is required at his hands
by the God of Heaven" (8:448). Again hidden behind the windows of the
president's office, Woodruff watched Taylor's funeral procession pass on 29
July.
REORGANIZING THE FIRST PRESIDENCY

On 3 August, the apostles met to discuss the governance of the Church.
Woodruff firmly expressed his view that the Twelve presided when the First
Presidency dissolved and was apparently pleased when the quorum voted
to restore George Q. Cannon and Joseph F. Smith to their former positions
in the Twelve, then clarified that Daniel H. Wells served as a counselor to
the Twelve though not a member of the quorum. Reorganizing the First
Presidency, however, was checked by opposition from several members of
the quorum, who accused Cannon of concealing evidence that his son, John
Q. Cannon, then excommunicated and a former member of the Presiding
Bishopric, had been involved in adultery and misappropriating funds.1
Apparently hoping to settle these problems before October conference,
Woodruff met with the Twelve again on 5 October; but the meeting was a
"painful" one (8:460) ? So was a third meeting shortly before the April 1888
conference.3 Woodruff moved for the reorganization of the First Presidency.
Most of the older members present, including Lorenzo Snow, Franklin D.
Richards, Brigham Young, Jr., and Daniel H. Wells (a counselor to the Twelve),
together with the younger John W. Taylor, supported his proposal. Senior
apostle Erastus Snow, together with junior members Moses Thatcher, Francis
M. Lyman, Heber J. Grant, and John Henry Smith, opposed the reorganization
(8:489). The dissenting apostles charged George Q. Cannon with using Church
1

Ronald W. Walker has unraveled the affairs of John Q. Cannon in an unpublished paper
entitled: "Heber J. Grant and the Succession Turmoil of 1887-89." Photocopy in my possession.
2
On 6 October 1887, Brigham Young, Jr., recorded in his journal (IDS Archives) that the
quorum was "one again," but subsequent events proved him mistaken.
'Woodruff apparently did not propose reorganizing the Twelve except near general conferences, apparently because the general membership would have to sustain any decision of the
Twelve to make it binding.
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money to bail out John Q.; with wasting large sums on an iron mine; and
with crooked dealings in the stock of the Bullion, Beck, and Champion mine
near Eureka. This time, the dispute dragged on for four days. Some of the
mud aimed at Cannon splattered on Woodruff himself, as Erastus Snow
accused both of them of being "men worshipers, sycophants, & [guilty of]
todyism" (8:491). Woodruff never wavered in characterizing the accusations
as "false," but the stock matter was particularly sensitive. John Beck, previous
owner of the mine, had given 60 percent of the stock, generally referred to
as the "dedicated stock," to John Taylor. Taylor gave it to Cannon, his nephew,
before his death.
Continued discussion and patience, however, led to a measure of harmony. On Monday, 26 March 1888, the Twelve again spent the day in council.
By night, Woodruff reported, "All was reconciled," but he apparently did not
urge the reorganization of the First Presidency then (8:491) nor the following
October, when Cannon was in jail. He had voluntarily surrendered to the
federal marshal on 17 September 1888, since a new, more conciliatory, federal
judge, Elliot Sandford of New York, had replaced Zane. Sandford sentenced
Cannon to 175 days in the territorial penitentiary at Sugarhouse and fined
him $450 (8:517).
After an early release for good behavior on 21 February 1889, Cannon
met with Woodruff and the Twelve on 3 April. The precarious reconciliation
of the previous year was threatened when Apostle Moses Thatcher, a major
stockholder in the Bullion, Beck, and Champion Mining Company, again
insisted that George Q. Cannon had deceived other stockholders about the
"dedicated stock." After a lengthy discussion, Thatcher relented and accepted
the majority view, thus clearing the way for the reorganization of the First
Presidency.
On 5 April 1889, eleven of the apostles met in the upper front parlor
of the Gardo house, Thatcher agreed to bury the past, Cannon asked the
forgiveness of all the members of the Twelve, and the apostles voted unanimously to sustain Woodruff, Cannon, and Smith as the First Presidency. Two
days later, the assembled members of the Church voted to sustain the new
presidency.1 The process had taken eighteen strife-filled months, had revealed
Woodruff, Journal, 9:15-16; Brigham Young, Jr., Journal, 6 April 1888; HeberJ. Grant, Journal,
5 April 1889, LDS Church Archives. Present at the 5 April meeting were Wilford Woodruff, Lorenzo
Snow, Franklin D. Richards, George Q. Cannon, Joseph F. Smith, Brigham Young, Jr., Moses
Thatcher, John Henry Smith, George Teasdale, Heber J. Grant, and Daniel H. Wells. Francis M.
Lyman voted by mail, and John W. Taylor, absent, had earlier supported the reorganization.
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deep and bitter splits in the quorum, and had tested Woodruffs powers of
persuasion and persistence.
PROSECUTING THE CHURCH, 1887-89

The reconstitution of the First Presidency, though a major step in redressing internal harmony among the Church's leaders and in consolidating
Woodruffs leadership, did not address the deep-seated friction between
American culture and institutions and Mormon doctrines and practices. The
most visible of those abrasive issues remained plural marriage.
The prosecution under Judge Sandford, though more lenient than under
Zane, remained intense; and Church leaders on the general, stake, and local
levels, bore its brunt. As part of a Church-authorized strategy to reduce the
burden on Church leaders, Apostle John W. Young, then living in New York
and temporarily back in good graces, forged extensive links with the Democratic party's national leaders; he encouraged them to use their influence to
reduce the federal government's pressure. In June and July 1887, for instance,
shortly before John Taylor's death, Young wrote to President Grover Cleveland's private secretary, Daniel S. Lamont, and to Solicitor-General George
A. Jenks asking that the federal government grant amnesty to old and sick
Church leaders—he mentioned Taylor and Woodruff in particular. Shortly
after Taylor's death, he again renewed the request in behalf of Woodruff,
whom he characterized as an eighty-four-year-old man who had lived away
from his home for a long time.1
The Democratic party had replaced the Republicans in power in Washington in the November 1884 elections; and on 15 October 1887, U.S. marshal
Frank H. Dyer, Ireland's successor, came to Woodruffs office. Woodruff
suggested that he did not "think it would add particularly to the interest of
our great government to take or shut up, for marrying a wife or two, an old
man 80 years of age."2 Dyer responded, cordially but cautiously, that he
thought the government should punish only those who had entered polygamy
after the courts declared the practice illegal, presumably in the 1879 Reynolds
decision. The government ought to allow freedom to those who had married
'John W. Young to Daniel S. Lamont, 25 June 1887, and to George Jenks, 14 July 1887, John
W. Young Letterbooks, 2:71, John W. Young Collection, Beinecke Library, Yale University. The
letter specifically about Woodruff is Young to "My Dear Sir," probably George A. Jenks, 29 July
1887, Letterbooks, 2:93. Woodruff was actually eighty.
2
"Report of a private interview held between President Woodruff and United States Marshal
Dyer." 15 October 1887, folder 25, Emma Smith Woodruff Collection, IDS Archives.
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"when they conscientiously believed it was right." Dyer admitted that others,
particularly local gentiles, insisted he discover and jail polygamists while the
Mormons were "just as stubborn, and nobody seemed disposed to meet
halfway" —presumably by stopping new plural marriages.
Despite the discomfort of being caught in the middle, the marshal
assured Woodruff, "As far as you are concerned,... you shall not be arrested,
unless the Grand Jury shall take the case up themselves and indict you" and
affirmed that he did not "even know who your family was. I have never
looked into the matter enough to know it." Woodruff thanked him, sighing
with relief that "it is a privilege to walk out in open daylight among our
people."
Dyer's representations seem to have been honest, since Woodruff lived
in relative peace for his remaining years. Two years later in early October
1889, two deputies, apparently looking for Brigham Young, Jr., stopped Woodruff near his farm south of the city. When he identified himself, they begged
his pardon and went on their way.1
Dyer's attitude also extended to a number of other leaders in Salt Lake
City. On 28 February 1888, Wilford Woodruff and George Q. Cannon reported,
in a letter to John W. Young, that the federal marshals seemed "more than
ordinarily vigilant" in outlying areas north and south, but that at the center
of the Church, the leadership sensed "a gradual softening of the feelings of
the non-Mormons."2 By April conference 1888, Lorenzo Snow, Franklin D.
Richards, John Henry Smith, Heber J. Grant, John W. Taylor, Erastus Snow,
and Moses Thatcher were free to attend.3
Church attorney Franklin S. Richards told his father, Apostle Franklin
brigham Young, Jr., Journal, 8 October 1889; see also entry for 12 October.
First Presidency File, Letters Sent, IDS Archives. See also Woodruff to William Paxman, 2
April 1888, ibid.; and Wilford Woodruff to David K. Udall, 10 October 1887, David K. Udall
collection, IDS Archives. The continued zeal of deputy marshals outside Salt Lake City may have
resulted from paying them from a portion of the fees collected from the fines levied on those
convicted, rather than a fixed salary, like Dyer. The cohab hunts in St. George became so intense
that Woodruff authorized President McAllister to close the temple if necessary to protect himself
and other leading brethren from danger. See Wilford Woodruff and George Q. Cannon to John
W. Young, 28 February 1888, First Presidency, Letters Sent; Brigham Young, Jr., Journal, 17 April
1888; Wilford Woodruff to John D. T. McAllister, 5 April 1888, First Presidency, Letters Sent; Wilford
Woodruff to William Atkin, 23 April 1888, in Wilford Woodruff, Letters to William Atkin, 188594, typescripts, Utah State Historical Society, Salt Lake City.
2

3

Wilford Woodruff to George Teasdale, 4 April 1888, First Presidency, Letters Sent, IDS
Archives; see also Brigham Young, Jr., Journal, 16 and 17 April 1888.
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D. Richards, that discussions with Judge Sandford led him to expect leniency
particularly in dealing with prominent Church leaders. Apostle Francis M.
Lyman followed Cannon's example, surrendering in December 1888; and
Heber J. Grant recorded his opinion that George Q. Cannon had received a
relatively light sentence.1
However, as the March 1889 inauguration of Benjamin Harrison neared,
the Church leadership feared renewed prosecution from the generally hostile
Republicans. Woodruff expressed anxiety—needlessly as it proved—that the
new Democratic attorney-general for Utah, George Peters, might want to
demonstrate his vigilance before the inauguration by bringing in grand jury
indictments of Cannon, Smith, and others for adultery.2
Encouragingly, the new Republican administration promised to temporize. Shortly after the inauguration, Jeremiah M. Wilson, on retainer as
Church attorney in Washington, met with Attorney General William H. H.
Miller, while Franklin S. Richards visited with President Harrison and Secretary
of State James G. Blaine. Both Church representatives urged the appointment
of conservative men of high character who would enforce the law evenhandedly. Both Miller and Harrison said they expected no appointments of
vindictive or unfriendly officials, and Blaine added that he thought the government should not try to stamp out individual belief through persecution
and that the officers should enforce the laws justly.3
As late as the spring of 1889, Woodruff, Cannon, and Smith advised John
McAllister that "a great change has taken place within a few months, and fair
trials are not now unusual." They said that those convicted could expect
evenhanded treatment; and although they declined to counsel local brethren
on the course of action they should take, they had reason to believe that the
judges would treat cohabs as fairly as others convicted of crimes.4 Thus, the
First Presidency was moving in the direction of selective submission to the
law.
'Franklin D. Richards, Journal, 21 November 1888, LDS Archives; Brigham Young, Jr., Journal,
20 December 1888; Grant, Journal, 17 September and 12 December 1888.
2
Woodruff to George Teasdale, 12 February 1889, First Presidency, Letters Sent, LDS Archives.
3
Franklin S. Richards to Wilford Woodruff, George Q. Cannon, and Joseph F. Smith, 13 April
1889, Franklin S. Richards Correspondence, Utah State Historical Society Library; Wilford Woodruff,
George Q. Cannon, and Joseph F. Smith to Jeremiah M. Wilson, 25 May 1889, First Presidency,
Letters Sent.
4
Woodruff, Cannon, and Smith, to John D. T. McAllister, 11 May 1889, First Presidency, Letters
Sent; see also Joseph F. Smith to President George C. Parkinson, 18 April 1889, ibid.
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Fair trials did not, of course, mean no trials and no imprisonment. In
May 1889, a large number of cohabs-211-remained incarcerated at the
penitentiary in Sugarhouse.1 At highest risk were younger General Authorities
who continued to cohabit with their plural wives: Brigham Young, Jr., George
Teasdale, and Joseph F. Smith.
A more serious problem was the provision in the Edmunds-Tucker Act
of 1887 that enforced the 1862 Morrill Act's disincorporation of the Church
and limited the amount of property it (or any other religious institution in
a territory) could hold to $50,000. Only buildings and ground "held and
occupied exclusively for purposes of the worship of God, or parsonage
connected therewith, or burial grounds" were exempt from escheatment, or
confiscation.2 On 31 July 1887, George Peters, the district attorney, had filed
a suit to escheat the Church's property for the benefit of the territory's public
schools.
On 3 August 1887, Woodruff and the Twelve met with attorneys Franklin
S. Richards and LeGrand Young about the suit.3 By October they had retained
James O. Broadhead of St. Louis and former Senator Joseph E. McDonald of
Indiana as their attorneys, who entered a demurrer, not disputing the facts
of the case but denying that they warranted confiscation.4 The Church leadership had already distributed Church property titles among various officials,
wards, and stakes; but the court rejected the demurrer and appointed Dyer
receiver while the Church's suit, asking for the recovery of $3 million in
property, proceeded through the federal court system. Woodruff rightly
thought they would not get "that much."5
Almost immediately, on 23 November 1887, Dyer formally took possession of the president's office, the temple block, the tithing office, the Gardo
house, and the Church Historian's office. The Church rented the properties
back, paying $12 per year for the temple block, $2,400 for the tithing office,
'Convictions recorded in Utah were 3 in 1884, 39 in 1885,112 in 1886, 214 in 1887, and 100
in 1888. Geroge A. Jenks to Speakers of the House of Representatives, 13 September 1888, in
Roberts, Comprehensive History of the Church, 6:210-11.
2
22 US Statutes at Large 635 (1887), sec. 13.
'Woodruff, 8:450; Franklin D. Richards, Journal, 30 July 1887.
4
F. S. Richards to Wilford Woodruff, 28 August and 7 October 1887, Franklin S. Richards
Correspondence; Heber J. Grant, Journal, 30 July and 6 October 1887; Woodruff 8:462.
5
See Franklin S. Richards to Wilford Woodruff, 9 November 1887, Franklin S. Richards Correspondence; Wilford Woodruff to John Henry Smith, 14 November 1887, John Henry Smith Papers
in the George Albert Smith Family Papers, box 11, folder 28, Western Americana, Marriott Library,
University of Utah; Woodruff 8:465.
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and $1,200 for the Gardo House.1 After the initial confiscations of November
1887, proceedings before a court-appointed examiner progressed from April
through July 1888, and attempted to determine what additional property the
Church would have to relinquish. Peters saw through the title transfers at
once, and the examiner added stake and ward buildings to the list.2
SIXTH BID FOR STATEHOOD, 1887-89

In the meantime, the Church leadership had sought to finesse the confiscation proceedings by making a sixth effort to win statehood, in the process
reversing an 1882 decision not to sacrifice anything for statehood.3 They
hoped to thereby nullify the effects of the Morrill, Edmunds, and EdmundsTucker Acts, which applied only to territories; and their behavior indicates
a realistic realization that they had to construct a more cooperative relationship with the federal government. The constitutional convention met in Salt
Lake City from 30 June through 7 July 1887, including a provision prohibiting
polygamy. Thereafter, the Utah lobbyists tried to persuade the Cleveland
administration and members of Congress that they had acted in good faith.
Cleveland responded warmly, as did a number of Democratic congressmen,
but powerful Republican senators, especially Algernon Paddock of Nebraska
and George Edmunds of Vermont, vigorously opposed them.4
The Church's lobbyists, headed by Apostle John W. Young, included
Franklin S. Richards, Charles W. Penrose, William W. Riter, Edwin G. Woolley,
1
Lewis Allen [Wilford Woodruff] to William Atkin, 24 November 1887, Woodruff-Atkin Correspondence; John M. Whitaker Daily Journal, part 5, p. 11, typescript, Mormon File, Huntington
Library, San Marino, California. For a comprehensive discussion of the escheated property and
its value, see Leonard J. Arrington, Great Basin Kingdom: An Economic History of the Latter-day
Saints, 1890-1930 (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1958), 360-73.
2
Letters from Woodruff to Franklin S. Richards, 19 April 1888, to Moses Thatcher, 22 June
1888, and to John T. Caine, 6 July 1888, Wilford Woodruff Letterbooks.
3
For a brief discussion of these attempts, see E. Leo Lyman, PoliticalDeliverance: The Mormon
Quest for Utah Statehood (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1986), Chapter 1. For a more
thorough discussion see Jerome Bernstein, "A History of the Constitutional Conventions of the
Territory of Utah from 1849-1895," master's thesis, Utah State University, 1961. The other five
conventions, each held at a critical juncture in Utah's history, had been held in 1849, following
settlement; 1856, during the Reformation; 1861, as the new Republican administration prepared
to take power; 1872, during Judge James B. McKean's judicial crusade; and 1882, following the
passage of the Edmunds Act.
4
See Heber J. Grant, Journal, 14 November 1887; Franklin S. Richards to Wilford Woodruff,
George Q. Cannon, and Joseph F. Smith, 17 December 1887, Franklin S. Richards Correspondence;
Lyman, Political Deliverance, 57.
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and Utah Delegate John T. Caine. In Washington, they enlisted the aid of
Democratic Representative William L. Scott of Pennsylvania and prominent
political insider Judge George Ticknor Curtis, in addition to Church attorneys
Wilson and McDonald. By February 1888, Woodruff had lost confidence in
Young and replaced him with Joseph F. Smith. Young returned to Utah to
explain his activities and lavish lifestyle.1
In addition to these relatively open contacts with Democrats, the apostles
began courting Republicans as well through connections they had developed
in California. Shortly after John Taylor's death in 1887, Wilford Woodruff and
George Q. Cannon began a series of political initiatives designed not only
to neutralize the Republican opposition to Mormonism but to ally certain
prominent Republicans in the Latter-day Saint effort for justice and eventual
statehood.
On 15 September 1887, Wilford Woodruff recorded a "plesent interview" with Alexander Badlam, Jr., and Isaac "Trumbell" [Trumbo] of San
Francisco. Badlam, a California businessman, was a nephew of Samuel Brannan and son of the late Alexander Badlam, who had served as president of
the Boston Branch of the Church while Woodruff was president of the Eastern
States Mission, 1848-50. During the late 1840s, Woodruff and the elder Badlam
had become good friends. Woodruff encouraged Badlam to prospect for
California gold; and upon his return, Alexander had presented Woodruff with
nine and a half ounces of the yellow metal (3:385,412,420-22,435,477, 537,
538).
Trumbo, a former Utah resident, was a second cousin of Hiram B.
Clawson and a major stockholder in the Bullion, Beck, and Champion Mining
Company. Working through Clawson, also a Bullion, Beck stockholder, in
July 1887, the two Californians had already volunteered their services and
connections with Leland Stanford and other Southern Pacific Railroad Company officials to help Utah achieve statehood. On 27 July 1887, only two days
after John Taylor's death, George Q. Cannon and Joseph F. Smith had sent
a letter to Leland Stanford introducing Clawson; however, until Woodruff met
Gilford Woodruff to "Whom it May Concern," 10 February 1888; Wilford Woodruff to Franklin
S. Richards and Charles W. Penrose, 11 April 1888; Wilford Woodruff to Joseph F. Smith, 25 April
1888, all in First Presidency, Letters Sent; Woodruff and Cannon to Joseph F. Smith, 5 April 1888,
Woodruff Letterbooks, LDS Archives; Heber J. Grant Journal, 19 May 1888.
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with Badlam and Trumbo, the Church leaders had apparently worked only
indirectly through Clawson.1
After the initial cordial meeting in September 1887, Woodruff, Cannon,
and their associates maintained their association with Badlam and Trumbo
(8:470, 484, 486, 493, 504, 505, 506, 516). The two Californians supplied
frequent information on conditions in the East and, in February 1888, operating under the pseudonyms of Maude (Badlam) and Dellie (Trumbo),
they moved to Arlington, Virginia, to try to influence Republican Congressmen
and newspapers on behalf of Utah's statehood.2 During March and April 1888,
Joseph F. Smith and other lobbyists worked with Democrats, as Badlam and
Trumbo worked with the Republicans. The rather more secretive operations
of Badlam and Trumbo apparently resulted from the fear on the part of
Woodruff, Cannon, and Smith that, since they had gained a public reputation
of supporting the Democratic party, they might appear two-faced by openly
courting the Republicans.3
The lobbyists had tried first in late 1886 and early 1887 to attach an
amendment, proposed by Representative Scott, to the Edmunds-Tucker Act.
The amendment would have placed a six-months' moratorium on enforcing
the law to allow Utahns to adopt a constitution that prohibited polygamy.4 J.
Randolph Tucker of Virginia, House Judiciary Committee chairman and bill
sponsor, quickly blocked Scott's efforts, and the bill passed in February 1887.
Even though the committee had refused to delay passage, the territory
went ahead with the constitutional convention. The Senate Committee on
Territories conducted hearings on the Utah Constitution in February and
March 1888. McDonald and Wilson, coached by Richards, Smith, and Penrose,
presented the constitutional case for admission; Richards addressed the two
main objections —polygamy and the hierarchy's domination of state politics.
George Q. Cannon and Joseph F. Smith to Leland Stanford, 27 July 1887, First Presidency,
Letters Sent. See Lyman, Political Deliverance, 73-78 and notes p. 93. The George Q. Cannon
diaries, not currently available, may document additional interchanges. Trumbo was also interested
in such enterprises as a railroad from Salt Lake City to Los Angeles (Woodruff 8:459).
2
Lewis Allen (Woodruff) to Maude (Alexander Badlam), 28 November 1887, First Presidency,
Letters Sent, LDS Church Archives; Woodruff and George Q. Cannon to Joseph F. Smith, 27 and
28 February 1888, ibid.; Woodruff and Cannon to Franklin S. Richards, 27 February 1888, ibid.
'Wilford Woodruff and George Q. Cannon to Franklin S. Richards, 27 February 1888, First
Presidency, Letters Sent, IDS Church Archives.
4
See Lyman, Political Deliverance, 42; George Ticknor Curtis to George Q. Cannon, 25 January
1887, and John W. Young telegram to First Presidency, 2 February 1887, in First Presidency Letters
Received, 1887, LDS Archives.
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Analyzing the text of Joseph Smith's revelation on plural marriage, Richards
argued that the Church considered the practice of plural marriage permissive
rather than mandatory, though he conceded that individuals might interpret
the words as a commandment. Furthermore, Richards insisted that the Church
was willing to conform to the law passed to punish offenders.
His second argument, that the Mormon hierarchy did not dominate Utah
politics, contradicted the claim that tithing constituted a tax on Church members exacted under priesthood sanctions. From this example, he deduced
that members were free to follow or ignore the advice of Church leaders.
He also appealed to American sentiments by documenting the harshness used
in arresting and punishing polygamists.1 Woodruff felt encouraged, but Congress refused to grant statehood either in 1888 or in 1889 when it was again
taken up in committee.
STEPS TOWARD PUBLIC ACCOMMODATION, 1887-89

Meanwhile, at home, Wilford Woodruff had displayed a thorough grasp
of political realities by leading the shift to an essentially pragmatic approach
to polygamy and politics. As early as November 1887, Woodruff, Cannon, and
Smith privately chastised Byron Groo of the Salt Lake Herald for criticizing
the federal government, at the same time urging John Nicholson of the Deseret
News to be circumspect.2 Complaints from Southern Evangelical ministers
and other constituents of the Southern Congressmen and Senators made the
lawmakers wary of supporting the Mormon cause, and Woodruff counseled
William Spry, president of the Southern States Mission, to have his missionaries avoid "raising excitement upon our question and stirring up feeling
among their constituents." Rather, they should "pursue a conciliatory policy
and to do everything in [their] power to allay prejudice and to quiet down
hostility."3
1
Richards to Wilford Woodruff and George Q. Cannon, 28 February and 22 March 1888,
Franklin S. Richards Correspondence. On 27 August 1887 (Richards Correspondence), Richards
had made similar points in a letter to George Ticknor Curtis, pointing out from the revelation's
first announcement, some members had entered polygamy and some had not, depending on
whether they saw it as mandatory or permissive. Still, he conceded, the people were united in
believing that the prohibitory clauses of the 1887 constitution ought to be enforced.
2
Wilford Woodruff, George Q. Cannon, and Joseph F. Smith to Charles W. Penrose, 22 November 1887, Wilford Woodruff Correspondence, IDS Church Archives.
3
Wilford Woodruff and George Q. Cannon to Joseph F. Smith, 5 April 1888; and Wilford
Woodruff to William Spry, 15 June 1888, Wilford Woodruff Correspondence, IDS Church Archives.
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Another, and possibly even more significant, reversal from previous
practice came in early 1888 when Woodruff and the Twelve directed General
Authorities not to preach plural marriage to the Saints, reproving those who
strayed from this admonition. In the April 1888 general conference, Seymour
B. Young and Rudger Clawson "branched off onto Polygamy," and the lobbyists in the east telegraphed that their "remarks have done much damage
to the cause of statehood."1 The next month, in May 1888, Joseph F. Smith
wrote to his cousin, John Henry Smith, that "the arrest and conviction of a
single 'polygamist' would do more, towards... blocking the way for statehood, than anything, short of an open avowal of a continuance [of the practice
of plural marriage] by the Authorities of the Church." Smith recognized the
profound dilemma by adding rather helplessly that he did not intend "to
compromise with the Devil, or relinquish one iota of revealed truth, nor a
wife or child," but even so, "it seems wisdom to halt, and plan, and maneuver
to defeat the full purpose of the foe, and to prevent suffering, persecutions,
and the many horrors of legalized mobocracy."2 A few months later, in
September 1888, after a failed attempt to arrest him, Moses Thatcher manifested a defiant attitude; and an address by John Nicholson, associate editor
of the Deseret News, in October 1888 general conference caused some concern because he urged the Mormons to go to jail for their beliefs. Wilford
Woodruff admonished them for departing from "the policy decided upon"
by the apostles.3
A glimmer of hope occurred just after October general conference when,
on 8 October, the Utah Territorial Supreme Court ruled that the Temple
Block was used exclusively for religious purposes and must be returned to
the presiding bishop.4 Richards and Broadhead had, that summer, worked
out an agreement with Solicitor-General Jenks exempting temples, taber^righam Young, Jr., Journal, 7 April 1888.
Joseph F. Smith to John Henry Smith, 9 May 1888, in George A. Smith Family Papers, box
11, folder 22.
3
Wilford Woodruff to Charles 0. Card, 6 September 1888, First Presidency, Letters Sent; Heber
J. Grant, Journal, 7 October 1888. Nichols's talk is reported in the Deseret News, 8 October 1888.
4
Lewis Allen [Wilford Woodruff] to William Atkin, 23 May 1888, Woodruff-Atkin Correspondence; Wilford Woodruff to George Teasdale, 23 May 1888, First Presidency, Letters Sent; First
Presidency to John T. Caine, 16 June 1888, Wilford Woodruff Letterbooks; Wilford Woodruff to
Daniel H. Wells, 19 June 1888, First Presidency, Letters Sent; Arrington, Great Basin Kingdom,
372.
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nacles, and meetinghouses.1 For a time during the summer of 1888, Woodruff
wondered whether the Church ought to appeal the case to the U.S. Supreme
Court. Some of their lawyers felt that they had no chance at all of winning
and even stood a chance of losing more property. However, Woodruff and
other General Authorities calculated that they would still keep temples and
meetinghouses, even if the Church lost, and also stood an outside chance
on appealing the Constitutional question of freedom of religion. This view
prevailed. The suit went to the U.S. Supreme Court on 8 October 1888.2
Three days before, Dyer and Peters urged him, in a letter which he shared
with the Twelve and the Church attorneys, to abandon polygamy and save
the Church's property. As Brigham Young, Jr., put it, "Shall we repudiate
plural marriage to save the half million dollars the U.S. has seized?" Woodruff
heatedly said he "would see the whole Nation Dxxxdfirst." In Idaho, hundreds
of Saints registered to vote by taking the loyalty oath, which specified that
they were not Church members; some had even formally withdrawn from
the Church to vote. They were all subject to conviction for perjury; and
although the governor had promised to pardon them, their actions could
still, at a minimum, create public relations problems.3
The Church also made one last effort on the issue of statehood. In
November 1888, the First Presidency and Twelve sent Penrose and Richards
back to Washington in another effort to secure statehood during early 1889.4
By then, however, Harrison had defeated Cleveland, and the public had
returned a solidly Republican Congress. The Democratic Congress and president, during the last few months of office, ignored Utah and voted to admit
the Dakotas, Montana, and Washington instead.5
1
Heber J. Grant, Journal, 23 July 1888; Lewis Allen [Wilford Woodruff] to William Atkin, 26
July 1888, Woodruff-Atkin Correspondence; Wilford Woodruff to John Henry Smith, 9 Aug. 1888,
Wilford Woodruff Letterbooks; Wilford Woodruff to W. B. Dougall, 10 September 1888, First
Presidency, Letters Sent; Brigham Young, Jr., Journal, 19 September 1888.
2
Wilford Woodruff to George L. Farrell, 12 July 1888, First Presidency, Letters Sent; Wilford
Woodruff to Ammon M. Tenney, 19 July 1888, Typescript, A. M. Tenney Collection, folder 3, IDS
Archives; Franklin D. Richards, Journal, 7 October 1888; Woodruff 8:520; First Presidency to George
Teasdale, 11 October 1888, First Presidency, Letters Sent; Lewis Allen [Wilford Woodruff] to William
Atkin, 24 October 1888, Woodruff-Atkin Correspondence. Judge Zane, acting for the schools, tried
to break the settlement that Peters and Dyer made with the Church leadership, but failed. Allen
to Atkin, 12 December 1888.
'Woodruff 8:520; Lewis Allen [Wilford Woodruff] to William Atkin, 2 Nov. 1888, WoodruffAtkin Correspondence; see also Brigham Young, Jr., and Heber J. Grant, journal entries of 5 Oct.
1888.
4
Heber J. Grant, Journal, 13 November 1888.
5
Lyman, Political Deliverance, 107.
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During January and February 1889, Wilford Woodruff conceded to close
acquaintances that "statehood to all outward appearance, is shelved for an
indefinite period," leaving Utah, "politically speaking, a dependency or ward
of the United States." Statehood, which would confer "authority to make and
execute our own laws," seemed more desirable than ever. Significantly, he
alluded to the apocalypse as possible rather than imminent, for he gave
another advantage of statehood: "In the event of the disruption of the general
government [we would] be independent of all earthly powers and clothed
with legal as well as divine authority to assume the position in the earth God
has designed or may design us tofill."Under the circumstances, he concluded,
"it would seem proper for us to bend our faith and energies in that direction."1
He did not pretend that such an effort did not also include the curtailment of openly acknowledged polygamy, although it is not clear what
terms he would have considered acceptable. Even though it was abundantly
clear at that point that Utah's 1887 constitution was dead, the Presidency and
Twelve continued to restrain public statements about polygamy. On 13 March
1889, Wilford Woodruff, George Q. Cannon, Joseph F. Smith, Franklin D.
Richards, John Henry Smith, Moses Thatcher, and Heber J. Grant met with
John W. Taylor, who had publicly branded John T. Caine's declaration that
polygamy was "a dead issue" as a "damned lie." Duly reported in the Nephi
Ensign and the Salt Lake Tribune, Taylor's outburst created an immediate
stir. "Reproved" by President Woodruff for his statement, Taylor "manifested
a vary Bad spirit," announcing that anyone who said polygamy was not mandatory was "a liar and the truth is not in him." He made a number of other
accusations, but eventually agreed to make "any reparation necessary."2
The efforts to suppress public discussion of plural marriages did not
imply that General Authorities had stopped the practice. They had, as Joseph
F. Smith indicated, taken expedient steps to suppress adverse publicity in the
hope of influencing public opinion in their favor. They still considered the
institution divinely inspired and were willing to accept punishment for their
crimes as long as it was evenhandedly administered. Woodruff himself had
ceased cohabiting with wives other than Emma, and he and other General
Authorities advised members to keep their new marriages secret.3
Woodruff to George Teasdale, 12 February 1889, First Presidency, Letters Sent; Lewis Allen
[Wilford Woodruff] to William Atkin, 30 January 1889, Woodruff-Atkin Correspondence.
2
Woodruff 9:13; Franklin D. Richards, Journal, 13 March 1889; Heber J. Grant, Journal, 13
March 1889.
3
See, for instance, Abraham H. Cannon, Journal, 21 October 1889, Archives and Manuscripts,
Harold B. Lee Library, Brigham Young University, Provo, Utah.
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Despite these good-will efforts at accommodation, they were not sufficient. Not only did the courts continue to try and sentence polygamists, but
in February 1885, the Idaho legislature banned anyone belonging to an
organization that preached plural or celestial marriage from voting and, at
admission to statehood in 1890, included the ban in its constitution. Mormon
lobbyists were able to keep a similar prohibition out of Wyoming's 1890
constitution largely because of effective lobbying with members of the Republican party, which Church members agreed to support.1
In Utah, the federal government broadened its attack on the Latter-day
Saints in late 1889 by refusing to naturalize Mormon immigrants. On 14
November 1889, Judge Thomas J. Anderson, sitting temporarily as Third
District Judge, began hearings in Salt Lake City on the petition of John Moore,
a Mormon immigrant from Great Britain. The issue was political ammunition
in the battle for control of Salt Lake City's government. Joseph Lipman of the
Salt Lake Tribune, representing the Liberal Party, hired former U.S. Attorney
William H. Dickson and Assistant U.S. Attorney Robert N. Baskin to oppose
Moore's petition. They charged the Mormons with disloyalty to the United
States government.2 This case was an important one. It became the catalyst
for a new revelation reaffirming the Church's intransigent position.
From October 21 until November 16, since Woodruff, Cannon, and
Smith were visiting Saints in communities in the Pacific Northwest and Western Canada, the Twelve had to support Moore's petition. Designating Apostles
John Henry Smith, Marriner W. Merrill, and Anthon H. Lund to testify for
Moore, they also secured the help of prominent lay members like Heber M.
Wells, W. W. Riter, A. H. Raleigh, John Clark, Joseph H. Anderson, and Aaron
Thatcher. As the Twelve planned strategy, they chafed at the yoke of federal
oppression, since non-Mormons who might be guilty of "adultery and illicit
intercourse" seemed to have little trouble securing citizenship.3
In fact, Anderson's court focused principally on what the protestors
1
On the Idaho situation, see Merle W. Wells, Anti-Mormonism in Idaho, 1872-92 (Provo,
Utah: BYU Press, 1978), 58-61; Heber J. Grant, Journal, 31 July 1890.
2
For a summary of this case, see James R. Clark, ed. Messages of the First Presidency of the
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints. 1833-1964, 6 vols. (Salt Lake City: Bookcraft,
1965-75), 3:171-74.
3
Abraham H. Cannon, Journal, 11-13 November 1889; Heber J. Grant, Journal, 12 November
1889.
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perceived as collective Mormon disdain for the law and only tangentially on
polygamy. A number of Mormon excommunicants testified that they had
taken vows to avenge the murder of Joseph and Hyrum Smith, even though
the courts had declared the perpetrators innocent. To buttress their case, the
protestors read passages on blood atonement from the Journal of Discourses and the Millennial Star.1
Woodruff and Cannon returned from Canada on November 16 and took
an active part in planning Moore's appeal. In addition to active members,
Church witnesses included Elias L. T. Harrison, a leader in the dissident
Godbeite movement, and several endowed former Mormons, who all testified
that Mormons took no oath against the government.2 The protestors countered
with Henry W. Lawrence, another prominent Godbeite, who testified that he
had worked in the Endowment House from 1865 through 1869 and had
administered oaths "inimical to the interests of the government."3
Polygamy played a less visible role than the question of loyalty. Charles
W. Penrose spent a day in prison for contempt for refusing to testify about
his number of wives. George Q. Cannon also appeared under subpoena, but
the questions asked him bore only on the Church's attempts to defend its
rights, not on the question of an endowment oath.4 Wilford Woodruff gave
an interview to an Associated Press reporter, asserted that Mormons staunchly
supported the Constitution and the government, denied that the endowment
ceremony, though secret, contained anything threatening or treasonable, and
charged that the Liberals had opposed the petition for political purposes.5
Anderson apparently recognized that the testimony on the endowment
oath was contradictory but barred the naturalization of foreign-born Mormons
and issued a sweeping indictment of Church doctrine and practice. Based
on public statements of Church leaders about the imminent apocalypse and
teachings that the Church was the actual kingdom of God on earth, Anderson
G r a h a m Cannon, Journal, 14 and 15 November 1889.
Ibid., 16 and 18 November 1889; Brigham Young, Jr., Journal, 17 November 1889; Heber J.
Grant, Journal, 17 November 1889.
'Abraham H. Cannon, Journal, 21 November 1889.
4
Ibid., 20 and 21 November 1889. His journal entry for 6 December 1889 records George Q.
Cannon's statement before Judge Anderson: "He understood when he had his endowments in
Nauvoo that he took an oath against the murderers of the Prophet Joseph as well as other prophets,
and if he had ever met any of those who had taken a hand in that massacre he would undoubtedly
have attempted to avenge the blood of the martyrs."
'Journal History, 22 and 23 November 1889.
2
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ruled on 30 November that the Church perceived itself as a temporal and
spiritual kingdom with authority over all aspects of its members' lives. He
also cited statements of Church leaders that the kingdom of God would
eventually overthrow the United States and all other governments, that some
Church leaders had preached blood atonement, and that General Authorities
had insisted that all laws interfering with polygamy as a religious practice
were unconstitutional.1
Despite Anderson's rulings, probably the most important events took
place behind the scenes. On Sunday, 24 November, after the opponents'
testimony but before the Church's witnesses had all been heard, the Church's
lawyers urged Woodruff to make some concessions on polygamy and other
questions. Woodruff spent several hours alone in searching prayer, then
received a revelation reaffirming the Church's basic position but in much
less strident and apocalyptic language than the 1880 document.
The revelation warned Church leaders not to "deny my word or my
law" or place "yourselves in jeopardy to your enemies by promise." The
lawyers were to "make their pleadings as they are moved upon by the Holy
spirit, without any further pledges from the Priesthood." The Lord promised
he would "hold the courts, with the officers of government, and the nation
responsible for their acts towards the inhabitants of Zion" and pour out his
judgments "upon all nations under the heavens which include great Babylon."
The judgments stood "at the door," and the Lord promised to deliver the
Saints from the wicked "in mine own due time and way."2 Although Woodruff s
revelation continued to insist on the imminence of the Lord's judgments
upon the land, the strident apocalyptic tone of the wilderness revelation was
absent, and subsequent events indicated a significant shift in mood. In addition, Woodruffs personal feelings seem to have changed.
STRATEGIES FOR ACCOMMODATION

In the aftermath of this decision, Woodruff and his counselors felt deeply
the burdens they and the Church bore. By early December 1889, the Utah
Territorial Supreme Court had issued its decision sustaining the escheat of
Church property. The U.S. Supreme Court would not sustain the lower court's
1

Abraham H. Cannon, Journal, 30 November 1889.
Woodruff, 9:67-69. Apparently, the revelation was well received by members of the Twelve.
See Brigham Young, Jr., Journal, 24 November 1889; Abraham H. Cannon, Journal, 19 December
1889.
2
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decision until May 1890. Nevertheless, rather than defiantly calling upon the
Lord to curse government leaders, Woodruff and his counselors drafted a
circular letter to stake presidents. This letter requested members to pray that
the Lord would soften the hearts of the executive, cabinet, Senate, House of
Representatives, judiciary, and people of the nation—specifically that the
Supreme Court would render "a righteous decision"—and urged Saints to
spend Joseph Smith's birthday, 23 December 1889, in fasting and prayer,
calling upon the Lord to "interfere in behalf of his people and preserve them
from the power of their enemies and incline the hearts of the rulers of the
nation to us."1
On 6 December, Woodruff, his counselors, the Twelve, and the People's
Party Central Committee met to determine a response that would counter
the bad publicity engendered by Anderson's decision. Those present agreed
upon a three-fold set of tactics. First, the First Presidency and Apostles were
to prepare and sign "a dignified paper, without even mentioning the actions
of the Courts, setting forth our doctrines, and denying the... charges of our
murderous character and disloyalty to the government." Second, local Mormon businessmen would issue a paper "giving the lie to Anderson's statements." After these announcements, members would hold mass meetings
throughout the territory to protest the robbery of the franchise.2
Charles W. Penrose drafted the first document, a circular letter labeled
an "Official Declaration" and generally called "the Manifesto of the Apostles."
Read, edited, and signed on 12 December,3 the document denied that the
Church preached blood atonement (the charges, the declaration said, had
been rendered "plausible by culling isolated passages from old sermons
without the explanatory context"), denied that Church courts had the right
to "supersede, annul or modify a judgment of any civil court," and claimed
the right to offer advice to its members but not to "interfere with citizens in
the free exercise of social or political rights and privileges." It also denied
that anything in the endowment ceremony or in any Church doctrine was
"hostile to the Government of the United States" and accused the Church's
enemies of quoting statements made during the Utah War out of context. In
1

Clark, Messages of the First Presidency, 3:176-79.
Abraham H. Cannon and Heber J. Grant, journal entries of 6 December 1889.
'Abraham Cannon, Journal, 12 December 1889; Heber J. Grant, Journal, 28 December 1889.
The First Presidency telegraphed to some absent apostles for permission to attach their signatures,
and Woodruff authorized the addition of signatures of those who could not be reached.
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their own defense, they pointed out, criticism of federal officials "was not
considered," then or now, "as treason against the nation nor as hostility to
the Government." Furthermore, the declaration continued, although the Latter-day Saints proclaimed that "the kingdom of heaven is at hand," the Church
did not constitute itself a state within a state aimed at overthrowing the United
States or any other civil government.1 In practice, these protests had little
positive effect. Events had moved too rapidly, and the Church leadership
offered too little too late.
Nor did the First Presidency rest there. On 1 January 1890, Woodruff,
Smith, and Grant set apart L. John Nuttall to go to Washington to work with
delegate John T. Caine; the First Presidency also called John Morgan and B. H.
Roberts of the First Council of the Seventy to make public speeches in the
East against the prejudice "engendered by the late decision of Judge Anderson."2
Still, these efforts seemed inadequate bucklers for the beleaguered
Saints. At the end of 1889, Woodruff wrote, "The word of the Prophet Joseph
Smith is beginning to be fulfilled that the whole Nation would turn against
Zion & make war upon the Saints" (9:72).
THE TRANSFORMATION OF CHURCH-DOMINATED POLITICS

Inescapably, Mormon domination of Utah politics ground to an end.
The Edmunds Act in 1882 had disfranchised all practicing polygamists. The
Edmunds-Tucker Act of 1887 had disfranchised all Utah women, an overwhelming majority of whom were Mormons. Economic prosperity, and particularly Utah's mining boom during the late 1880s, had swelled the ranks
of gentile voters. No more Mormon immigrants could become citizens. The
activities of the Utah Commission and its registration agents further reduced
the ranks of Mormon voters.
Slowly, the Church leadership began to loosen its hold on politics in
Salt Lake City, partly from necessity but partly also from conviction. As early
as 29 December 1887, Heber J. Grant had written in his journal that the
Church ought to be more "liberal before we are forced to be for considerations of policy.... I am," he continued, "as much opposed to aiding and
supporting our enemies as it is possible for a man to be, but I am willing
to grant them representation in our City, County and Territorial government

'Clark, Messages of the First Presidency 3:184-87.
Heber J. Grant, Journal, 1 January 1890.
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where they are good and substantial citizens." That same day, the First Presidency, Heber J. Grant, John W. Taylor, and a number of local People's Party
leaders including Salt Lake Mayor Francis Armstrong and members of the
city council met at Woodruff s office. They discussed the advisability of inviting
a number of Liberal Party members to run for the Salt Lake City council on
a joint ticket. The group approved the proposal, some arguing that it was
good policy under the circumstances, and others like Grant favoring it "because they thought it just."1
The selected committee, William W. Riter, John Clark, and Samuel P.
Teasdel, discussed the matter with Liberal representatives— Governor Caleb
West, Marshal Frank H. Dyer, Joseph L. Rawlins, U. S. Attorney William H.
Dickson, J. R. McBride, and others. The joint agreement was to nominate four
prominent businessmen: William S. McCornick, John E. Dooley, M. B. Sowles,
and Boliver Roberts. The Church leadership also considered having the legislature redistrict the city so that gentile areas could elect Liberal representatives; the 1888 legislature met too late to effect the change for that year. In
the February 1888 election, however, the coalition slate, styled the Citizen's
Ticket, won quite handily.2
Following this victory, popular LDS support grew for breaking up the
People's Party and perhaps even absorbing it into the Democratic party. Three
Mormon attorneys from Provo (Samuel R. Thurman, Warren Dusenberry,
and William H. King) led a contingent to the Democratic party convention
in Ogden in April 1888. The convention expelled the Mormons, but about
a hundred of them had held a competing Democratic party convention,
nominated Thurman for Congress, and sought recognition from the national
party. Their efforts proved fruitless. The national party rebuffed them, Woodruff and other Church leaders opposed their efforts, and John T. Caine, the
'Ibid., Journal, 29 December 1887, Woodruff 8:473-74. Grant had already teamed up six
months earlier in April 1887 with leading Mormon businessmen like James Sharp and Heber M.
Wells to organize the Salt Lake Chamber of Commerce and Board of Trade with gentiles and
former Mormons like Governor Caleb West, William S. McCornick, James R. Walker, and Henry
W. Lawrence. Agreeing to leave religion and politics outside the chamber door, this group's
members promoted trade and home industries and worked to attract Mormon and gentile capitalists to the city (Thomas G. Alexander and James B. Allen, Mormons and Gentiles-. A History of
Salt Lake City [Boulder, Colo.: Pruett, 1984], 105.)
2
Woodruff 8:482.; B. H. Roberts, Comprehensive History of the Church offesus Christ of
Latter-day Saints, 6 vols. (Salt Lake City: Deseret News Press, 1930), 6:201.
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People's Party candidate soundly defeated Thurman.1 Several Liberal Party
candidates won election to the territorial legislature, with the largest defeat
coming in Ogden, the major Utah city with the largest percentage of gentile
population. In the February 1889 Ogden municipal elections, the Liberal Party
captured control of city government, a portent of things to come.
The First Presidency and the Twelve still supported the National Democratic Party in the 1888 election. They helped subsidize the publication of
newspapers, contributed to Cleveland's presidential campaign and to Democratic candidates in other states, and sent Franklin S. Richards and Joseph
F. Smith as observers to the Democratic convention in St. Louis.2
It was no surprise that the February 1890 municipal elections in Salt
Lake City became a battleground on which Woodruff and the Church leadership staked their political future.3 LDS officials had the city accelerate its
public works program to bring in more workmen who would vote the
People's Party ticket. George Q. Cannon, Abraham H. Cannon, Heber J. Grant,
and Charles W. Penrose also worked with members, encouraging them to
take the oath required by the Utah Commission so that they could vote; a
number refused to on the grounds that such an action would be immoral.4
The People's Party Central Committee suggested a fusion ticket similar
to that offered in 1888, but most doubted that gentiles would see any advantage
l
Lyman, Political Deliverance, 100-103; Franklin D. Richards, Journal, 7 May 1888; Heber J.
Grant, Journal, 22 October 1888.
2
Jason Mack [Joseph F. Smith] to James Jack, 20 Mar. 1888, Jason Mack Papers, IDS Archives;
Wilford Woodruff and George Q. Cannon to John T. Caine, 9 May 1888, Wilford Woodruff
Letterbooks; Wilford Woodruff and George Q. Cannon to Joseph F. Smith, 11 May 1888, ibid.;
James Jack to John T. Caine, 12 and 25 May 1888, ibid.; Wilford Woodruff to Joseph F. Smith,
Charles W. Penrose, and Franklin S. Richards, 22 May 1888, First Presidency, Letters Sent; Heber
J. Grant, Journal, 15,16, 20, 24 October 1888.
3
The reconstruction of the 1890 election in Salt Lake City is based on Abraham H. Cannon,
Journal, 11, 17-19 Oct., 12 November, and 28 December 1889, 8, 14, 20, 23, 27, 29, 31 January
and 3, 6-7, 9 February 1890; Wilford Woodruff to George Q. Cannon, 3 February 1890, First
Presidency, Letters Sent; Wilford Woodruff and Joseph F. Smith to George Q. Cannon, 21 January
1890, ibid.; Wilford Woodruff (per James Jack) and Joseph F. Smith to Moses Thatcher, 23 January
1890, ibid.; Wilford Woodruff and Joseph F. Smith to George Teasdale, 27 January 1890, ibid.;
First Presidency to George Q. Cannon, 29 January 1890, ibid; Wilford Woodruff to Abraham O.
Smoot, 30 January 1890, ibid.; Wilford Woodruff and Joseph F. Smith to George Q. Cannon, 29
January 1890, Wilford Woodruff Letterbooks; James Jack to John T. Caine, 29 January 1890, ibid.;
Wilford Woodruff to George Q. Cannon, 3 February 1890, ibid.; Heber J. Grant, Journal, 8-9,2021, 25, 29 January, and 3, 5, 8,10 February 1890.
4

Abraham H. Cannon, Journal, 28 December 1889.

200

Journal of Mormon History

in it. By late January the Liberal Party had registered two thousand more
voters than the People's Party, at least partly because registration agents had
signed up fraudulent voters along the Denver and Rio Grand Railroad line
between Salt Lake and Pleasant Valley Junction. The First Presidency sent
Heber J. Grant and John Clark to Denver to meet with David C. Dodge of
the Denver and Rio Grande Railroad. Dodge ordered the local railroad officials, particularly W. H. Bancroft, superintendent of the Utah Division in Salt
Lake City, not to meddle in politics and opened payroll records so that the
Church officials could search for registered nonresidents employed by the
railroad.1 However, the Liberal Party, which controlled the registration lists,
had already begun to strike off the names of legitimate People's Party voters
on allegations of polygamy, nonresidence, and alien status.
As the election returns came in, it showed the People's Party trailing
decisively. In a meeting on 10 February, the Twelve agreed that if the margin
of victory turned out to be less than five hundred, they could legitimately
challenge the vote, since they had evidence to prove that "more than this
number of People's Party voters were prevented from balloting through
various tricks."2 In fact, the Liberal majority was much higher. Mayoral candidate George M. Scott defeated Spencer Clawson by 808 votes.3 Moreover,
the three elected People's Party representatives for the city council were
refused seats by the incoming mayor in spite of certification by Judge Zane.4
Despite the injustice, Church officials recognized that they could do little;
the grand jury, which would have to return indictments, was in firm gentile
control.5
Wilford Woodruff protested that the Liberals had stolen the election.
He told the Associated Press just after the election: "The election has been
gained here by striking from the registration lists hundreds of legally qualified
1
Ibid., 20 January 1890; Heber J. Grant, Journal, 20 and 21 January 1890; Wilford Woodruff
and Joseph F. Smith to Moses Thatcher, 23 January 1890, Wilford Woodruff Letterbooks, IDS
Church Archives. For a history of this railroad, see Robert G. Athearn, Rebel of the Rockies-. A
History of the Denver and Rio Grande Western Railroad (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1962).
2
Abraham Cannon, Diary, 10 Feb. 1890.
3
John M. Whittaker, Daily Journal, part 7, p. 24.
4
Abraham H. Cannon, Journal, 18 Feb. 1890.
'Abraham H. Cannon, Journal, 13 Feb. 1890. The People's Party regrouped the following
summer (ibid., 24 and 29 July and 4 Aug. 1890) for Salt Lake County elections and successfully
fused with a newly created gentile-Mormon Workingman's Party, thus preventing another Liberal
victory, but this merely delayed the inevitable.
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citizens and by the votes of hordes of new comers not lawful citizens."1 To
a correspondent, he wrote in April 1890 that the "Liberals stole the city and
they intend to steal the County & Territory." Still, he added, "they are in the
Hands of God as well as ourselves, and it seems as though the whole government were Determined to take away every right the Mormons possess
but there they will ripen the Nation for the just judgments of God and if the
wicked bring tribulation upon the Saints the wicked will not escape the just
judgments of God in there turn."2
A heavier blow fell on 19 May 1890 when the U.S. Supreme Court ruled
on the escheat case. In a decision written by Justice Joseph Bradley, the court,
by afive-to-fourmargin, ruled that the Church had engaged in illegal activities,
thus holding the federal government completely justified in escheating the
property. The decision also, quite ominously, left open the possibility of
confiscating the temples and other religious property.3
This possibility of losing the temples seemed remote at the time, since
receiver Frank Dyer had generally adminstered the law quite evenhandedly.
In July 1890, however, that situation changed for the worse. Frank Dyer
resigned under fire, charged with malfeasance for the way he had managed
the Church's property, and the federal courts appointed Henry W. Lawrence,
"a bitter apostate," to replace him.4 Church leaders had developed a good
relationship with Dyer, but could not expect the same consideration from
Lawrence.
A few weeks earlier on 12 June 1890, recorded Abraham Cannon in his
journal, Secretary of State Blaine had given George Q. Cannon, then visiting
in Washington, a declaration for the "leading authorities of the Church to
sign in which they make a virtual renunciation of plural marriage." Cannon's
"feelings revolt[ed] at signing such a document." The First Presidency's response was, however, intensified caution about plural marriage. On 30 June,
they issued a confidential ruling to Church officials forbidding them to perform plural marriages in the United States and permitting plural marriages
in Mexico only if "the contracting parties, or at least the female, has resolved
to remain in that country."5
'Journal History, 11 Feb. 1890, p. 2.
Wilford Woodruff to William Atkin, 26 April 1890, Woodruff-Atkin Correspondence.
3
See Late Corporation of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints v. U.S. (136 U.S.
1,1890). Woodruff (9:97) heard the decision read on 9 June 1890.
4
Abraham H. Cannon, Journal, 16 July 1890.
5
Abraham H. Cannon, Journal, 10 July 1890; see Jan Shipps, "The Principle Revoked: A Closer
Look at the Demise of Plural Marriage," Journal of Mormon History 11 (1984): 71.
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On 11 August 1890, all three members of the First Presidency began a
tour to meet with Church leaders and others in Arizona and Colorado, returning 25 August to dedicate some land in Skull Valley as a gathering place
for immigrating Hawaiians (9:105-8). Lawrence had already started to dismantle the agreement giving the temples immunity from seizure; and, on 30
August, John R. Winder of the Presiding Bishopric told Abraham H. Cannon
that Lawrence would attempt to confiscate the Logan, Manti, and St. George
temples with the support of Charles S. Varian, who, as U.S. attorney, had
opened the prosecutions under the Edmunds Act in 1884 and 1885 and had
been reappointed to that position by Harrison.
On 2 September, the court issued a subpoena for Wilford Woodruff to
testify on the subject, but he evaded service.1 At 2 A.M. on 4 September, he
and a "committee" took the train for San Francisco.
AID IN CALIFORNIA

In a sense, this visit to California, though dodging federal attempts to
obtain Woodruffs testimony in the proposed confiscation of the Church's
temples, constituted the continuation of an earlier effort to develop a political
relationship with leading Republicans. After Church officials became convinced in late 1888 and early 1889 that the Democratic Party could not deliver
statehood for Utah, Woodruff and Cannon dealt more directly and openly
with the Republicans. In April 1889, after Harrison's inauguration and less
than a week after Woodruff became president of the Church, Wilford, George
Q. Cannon, and Hiram B. Clawson took a twelve-day trip to California to visit
Badlam, Trumbo, and other political and business leaders. The party included
Emma Smith Woodruff, Charles H. Wilcken (Woodruffs bodyguard), and
Clawson's daughter Mamie.
The group toured San Francisco, the peninsula south to Monterey, and
Marin County and the Napa Valley as far as Calistoga; however, in addition
to these tourist activities, the Church leaders also met with prominent Republican business and political leaders. Through the good offices of Badlam,
Trumbo, and W. W. Stow, they met twice with Senator Leland Stanford, whom
Woodruff had met previously and whom he called "a true friend of ours,"
and once with Southern Pacific associates including Collis P. Huntington, a
director and later president of the line; A. N. Towne, general superintendent;
'Abraham H. Cannon, Journal, 1 Sept. 1890, Woodruff 9:109; Lyman, Political Deliverance,
135.
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and Stephen T. Gage, a lobbyist for the railroad.1 Stanford termed the U.S.
president a bigot but willingly volunteered "to do everything in his power
for our good," recorded Woodruff, including writing Harrison on their behalf.
They also met Judge Morris M. Estee, who had presided at the Republican
convention which had nominated Harrison, but who "feels very kindly disposed, and desirous to do us good" (9:17- 27).
Thus, Woodruff and the Church leadership had been building this relationship with the California Republicans at least since 1887. Now, with the
very real prospect of losing the temples, Woodruff turned again to the Californians.
The little group of Saints accompanying the evading Mormon president
arrived in the middle of California's admission day celebration and had
difficulty finding hotel accommodations; but the genial Trumbo arranged
rooms for them at the Palace Hotel. Woodruff was ill with a cold; but after
the celebration was over on 9 September, there followed six days of meetings
with California political leaders, mingled with tourist activities and visits to
the theater.
Woodruff did not reveal his thoughts on the negotiations; but when he
returned to Salt Lake City, he issued the Manifesto. Significantly, the Manifesto
conceded little more in public than the Church leadership had already implemented in private. Statements by Richards, Penrose, and others, prepared
under the direction of Joseph F. Smith and other leaders, had begun to
establish the position that plural marriage was an optional practice, not
necessary for salvation. As the Manifesto indicated, the First Presidency and
Twelve had already interdicted the performance of new plural marriages in
the United States. If one interprets the statement about forbidding marriages
prohibited by "the law of the land" in the Manifesto in the light of the
documentary context that "Congress" had enacted laws "forbidding plural
marriages," which "the court of last resort" had declared constitutional, it
seems clear that Woodruff meant the document at first to apply only to the
United States.2 The careful phrasing, which excludes Mexico, must have been
deliberate. Moreover, as the Manifesto indicated, the First Presidency and
Woodruffs journal misidentifies Gage as Gay. See Stuart Daggett, Chapters on the History of
the Southern Pacific (New York: Ronald Press, 1922), 209-10.
Subsequent events, particularly the testimony of members of the First Presidency before a
master in chancery hearing a case for return of the Church's property and an interview in the
Salt Lake Times in 1891, would cloud this understanding of the Manifesto.
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Twelve had interdicted public encouragement of plural marriages. Since
March 1882, the Church had encouraged its men to maintain conjugal relations
with only one wife in one household, no matter what arrangements they
made for other wives and their children. This is the course that Woodruff
himself had followed, living publicly only with Emma.
Had Henry Lawrence and Charles Varian, backed by the May 1890 Supreme Court decision, not moved to confiscate the Church's temples and
other houses of worship, the First Presidency's confidential policy of allowing
new plural marriages to be performed only in Mexico might have sufficed
for a time. In practice, however, the Manifesto was necessary, as Woodruff
indicated, for the "temporal salvation of the Church," meaning for its continued existence as an entity and for the preservation of the temples. On the
day after the general membership approved the Manifesto in conference,
Judge Zane essentially removed the threat of further confiscations by accepting
the declaration and announcing his "confidence in human nature" and his
acceptance of the "solemn declaration" as "honest and sincere."1
Thus, as this sequence of events makes clear, it was the imminent loss
of the temples, rather than the jailing of Church leaders or the loss of temporal
property that eventually changed Woodruffs outlook enough that he was
prepared to receive the revelation that lay behind the Manifesto. The significant portion of the document was Woodruffs announced intention to "submit
to those laws" and to influence others to do likewise. With the exception of
the statement that no plural marriages had been performed, the Manifesto
basically stated a condition that already existed. In the absence of this ultimate,
spiritual pressure-the deprivation of its temples-the Church might well
have continued to function even without temporal properties. Plural marriages only among those who agreed to remain in Mexico may well have
stopped the parade of polygamous husbands through the penitentiaries.
Woodruff was not overreacting in foreseeing that the confiscation of temples
and meeting houses would keep the Church from performing its central
religious function: endowing members and performing the other ordinances
necessary for salvation for the living and the dead. The motivations that he
did not record in his journal come through, I think, in his address at the
Cache Stake Conference a year later on 1 November 1891:
The Lord showed me by vision and revelation exactly what would take
1

Alexander, "Charles S. Zane," 312.
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place if we did not stop this practice All ordinances would be stopped
throughout the land of Zion. Confusion would reign throughout Israel,
and many men would have been made prisoners.... That is exactly the
condition we as a people would have been in had we not taken the course
we have This trouble would have come upon the whole Church, and
we should have been compelled to stop the practice. Now, the question
is, whether it should be stopped in this manner, or in the way the Lord
has manifested to us, and have our Prophets and Apostles and fathers free
men, and the temples in the hands of the people, so that the dead may
be redeemed.1
What of the strident apocalyptic characteristic of Woodruffs 1880 revelation and of subsequent pronouncements? By 1889, although Woodruff still
anticipated the judgments of the Lord on the nation and upon those who
warred against the Latter-day Saints, he no longer expected the imminent
fulfillment of these prophecies. No matter how fervently he continued to
believe in God's eventual judgments, he had also come to think that those
events lay at some indefinite time in the future. For now, he faced the
immediate problem of saving the temporal structures which held the sacred
space in which members could enjoy the blessings of the ordinances necessary for their salvation and the salvation of their dead ancestors. In a period
of grace following the salvation of the temple, the Church could prepare for
the future apocalypse by securing sovereign statehood for Utah.
At base, then, the Church leaders perceived not only the Manifesto but
also the campaign for Utah statehood as religious. Both were tied to questions
of ultimate concern-salvation for Church members and their ancestors and
preparation for the coming apocalypse.
CONCLUSION

Seen in its context of the 1880s, the Manifesto became a way station,
rather than the beginning, along the road to the sharing of political and
economic power in Utah and the surrounding states. The Church had already
begun to qualify its political and economic power before contemplating the
Manifesto. Those among the Church leadership who believed in the basic
justice of political and economic cooperation with non-Mormons had already
begun to try accommodating the political cultures of both groups to each
other. That process had begun before the Manifesto and it continued through
'Doctrine and Covenants, (1981 ed.) Official Declaration-1, "Excerpts from Three Addresses
by President Wilford Woodruff Regarding the Manifesto," 292-93. See also comment of Marriner
W. Merrill quoted in Lyman, Political Deliverance, 136.
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subsequent events, particularly in the breakup of the People's Party in 1891.
The process outlined in the 1889 Manifesto of the Apostles continues today,
since some Church members still have not learned to differentiate between
giving advice on political matters and applying political pressure.
While inextricably tied to local political and economic life in the web
of historical events, the decision to issue the 1890 Manifesto was at base
religious rather than political or economic. Saving the temples constituted
the nonnegotiable element of the Church's position. The document announced to the world conditions that had already begun to exist within the
Latter-day Saint community. In the most profound sense, the revelation was
the religious side of a process of change which would continue down to the
present time, as the Church abandoned attitudes which had served well a
persecuted sect but which became irrelevant to a nationally and internationally prominent Church. Polygamy was one of these; the imminence of the
Millennium was another. The Manifesto of the Apostles constituted a way
station along the road to religious respectability as well. In it, the Church
leadership repudiated bizarre doctrines such as blood atonement.
Thus, what began with the apocalyptic revelation of 1880 as Wilford
Woodruffs religious odyssey became the Church's odyssey as well. Woodruff
and the Church changed along parallel axes during the 1880s as both faced
the same pressures and necessities. After 1887 when Woodruff became head
of the Church, the axes became increasingly congruent. By late September
1890, Woodruff had reached the end of his odyssey and had prepared himself
to receive the revelation that codified and publicly announced existing practice to Church members and the world at large. In the process, he prepared
the Church membership for the new challenges in dealing with the pitfalls
of increased public acceptance, which continue to the present time.

WOULD-BE SAINTS: WEST AFRICA BEFORE
THE 1978 PRIESTHOOD REVELATION
James B. Allen1

ON 8 JUNE 1978, IN A LETTER to "general and local priesthood officers...
throughout the world," the First Presidency of the Church of Jesus Christ of
Latter-day Saints made its most dramatic announcement of the twentieth
century. President Spencer W. Kimball had received a revelation wherein
"[the Lord] has confirmed that the long-promised day has come when... all
worthy male members of the Church may be ordained to the priesthood
without regard for race or color" (D&C, Official Declaration—2). The new
revelation had immediate and far-reaching effects world-wide, for it reversed
a long-standing policy that barred black men from ordination to the priesthood, black men and women from service as full-time missionaries, and both
from temple endowments and sealings.2 At once blacks were ordained to the
priesthood and began appearing in the temples, in the mission field, and in
priesthood leadership positions. Missionaries no longer faced painful dilem1

James B. Allen, a past president of the Mormon History Association, has been on the faculty
of Brigham Young University since 1963, and currently holds the Lemuel H. Redd Chair in Western
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earlier version of this paper was presented at the Mormon History Association annual meeting,
13 May 1989, at Omaha, Nebraska. Sources from the Historical Department Archives of the Church
of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints (hereafter cited as IDS Church Archives) are copyright by the
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints; courtesy of the Church Historical Department; used
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Armand L. Mauss, eds., Neither White nor Black Mormon Scholars Confront the Race Issue in a
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mas when blacks inquired about the gospel, and they began actively proselyting in black neighborhoods. In South America, many of the tensions
once caused by the priesthood policy began to find solutions; and in two
black African nations, Nigeria and Ghana, perhaps thousands of citizens who
had been praying for years that the Church would officially establish itself
among them found their prayers answered before the year was over. On 15
May 1988, less than a decade after the priesthood revelation, the Aba Nigeria
Stake was organized with a black convert, David William Eka, as stake president.1
Parts of the West African story are common knowledge, and the Church's
proselyting success since 1978 has received considerable attention in the
Church News and elsewhere.2 This paper, however, deals with two aspects
that have not, as yet, received the attention they deserve: the preparation of
the African people themselves for the establishment of the Church among
them, and the story of LaMar Williams's early contacts with and visits to them.
THE WEST AFRICAN CONTEXT

Africa possesses a rich and fascinating heritage; but by the nineteenth
century, its history had become also a history of European colonialism.
Though colonial powers brought some measure of political stability, as well
as the mixed blessings of Christianity, they also dispossessed the people from
their lands, scattered many to serve foreign masters, and, through technology,
materialism, and Christianity, substantially altered traditional African economies and lifestyles.3 The Gold Coast (now Ghana) and Nigeria were both
under British rule, as were Sierra Leone and Gambia. World War II, however,
marked a turning point; and within fifteen years, nearly all of both French
1
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and British West Africa was politically independent,1 even though colonialism
in economic influence, public services, the armed forces, and even religion
remained and is still apparent to some degree.
Religion in Africa was characterized by four traditions: indigenous folk
religions, Islam, Christianity, and the new African Christian faiths.2 Significantly, many political and economic leaders, urban workers, and leaders of
African nationalist movements were educated in Christian missions; and in
a curious way, these missions themselves partially contributed to the rise of
nationalism. Anti-colonial protests took place not so much among the most
devout Christians as among those who were "on the edges:" apostates, nearconverts, and those educated in mission schools. They protested against
racially degrading myths often perpetuated by missionaries, such as the concept that Africans had no history, no culture, and little virtue. As James S.
Coleman has observed, they were also dismayed by the entrance requirements
to Christianity that included abandoning "initiation ceremonies (a crucial
phase in the African system of education), dancing (a vital part of the aesthetic
and recreational life of the African), marriage payment (a bond linking the
families of the bride and groom), polygyny (at the core of the entire African
family system)," secret societies, ancestor worship, "witch doctoring, seminudity, African names, and traditional funeral ceremonies. Renunciation of
the old order of things was a prerequisite to acceptance of the new."3
Nationalists portrayed such misrepresentations and policies as part of
a deliberate conspiracy between missionaries and the government to make
the Africans meek, passive, and subservient.4 As evidence of hypocrisy, they
•See Olajide Aluko, "Politics of Decolonization in British West Africa, 1945-1960," in History
of West Africa, Vol. 2, edited by J. F. Ade Ajaxi and Michael Crowder, 693-735 (Hong Kong:
Longman Group, 1984).
2
Lye, "From Burundi to Zaire," 15.
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4
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pointed to the silence of the missionaries on discrimination against natives,
inequality, and exploitation. Actually, many missionaries were not indifferent
to these injustices but chafed under instructions not to criticize the government. Some tried to alleviate the problems, but their efforts were too ineffective to convince the nationalists that no conspiracy existed.1
At the same time, some Christian nationalists also began to teach that
genuine Christianity could be distinguished from western, white culture.
"Now it is dawning upon the African of today that he can have one without
the other," said one Nigerian Christian leader. "What is demanded today is
Christianity without the system that has been built around it in the West."2
Such sentiments helped give rise to a number of new, independent African
Christian movements, clearly reflecting the influence of anti-colonialism on
Christianity itself.
Nevertheless, the fact that Christianity was a major religious tradition
was essential to the ultimate success of the Latter-day Saints in black Africa.
Rendell Mabey, one of the first Church representatives to arrive in 1978,
wrote:
At the very least, we decided, the religious atmosphere was a healthy one.
Little churches dotted the landscape, and ministers of one kind or another
abounded everywhere. Many times since then, in fact, I have felt that we
owe a great debt to those religions which established a foothold in many
parts of Africa when Christianity was regarded with much suspicion and
hostility. Through their efforts a remarkably rich seedbed was prepared
for sowing the everlasting gospel. Soil so fertile, in the words of an oldtime farmer, it would 'almost jump up and grab the seeds from your hand.'3
As in Asia a generation earlier, practically all the new converts already
worshipped Christ and saw in Mormonism the greater fullness of the gospel
they already knew and loved.
BLACK AFRICA: THE CHALLENGE FOR AMERICAN MORMONS

On 6 March 1957 Ghana achieved its independence. Nigeria followed
on 1 October I960, and by 1965 all the British colonies in West Africa were
politically independent. Significantly, it was just at this time that the LDS
Church was beginning to take serious interest in Ghana and Nigeria.
The problems of establishing the Church in West Africa, however, can
'Ibid, 109-11.
In ibid., 108.
3
Mabey and Allred, Brother to Brother, 27.
2

JAMES B. ALLEN/WOULD-BE SAINTS: WEST AFRICA BEFORE 1978

211

be partly explained by the long struggle to escape from colonialism, including
religious colonialism. Mormon requests for visas were repeatedly denied,
almost certainly because key government officials were wary of any Western
proselyting movement; the 1963 discovery that the Mormon Church would
not ordain blacks to the priesthood confirmed their suspicions. Such a policy
could only be interpreted as paternalism. Nor would such officials yield to
requests from Nigerian citizens that Mormon missionaries be allowed proselyting privileges. For Nigerian groups to look outside Africa for affiliation
and guidance also flew in the face of African nationalism.
The challenge, then, was whether white American Mormons could move
into West Africa free from the ethnocentric biases Africans saw in other
churches. Mormons were hardly immune from the same stereotypes that
afflicted other white Americans. Despite sincere efforts by Church leaders to
eliminate it, there was still evidence of some racial bias among American
Mormons, as revealed unconsciously in using colored to refer to black Africans. Some of the first Mormon missionaries in Africa were uncomfortable
with African music,1 dress, and customs; some were hesitant, even after the
revelation, to ordain blacks to the Melchizedek Priesthood without a "training
period" in the Aaronic Priesthood. Such biases were simply part of the
historical reality; so was their overcoming. Long before the 1978 revelation,
West Africa had its visionaries, heroes, and its Saints-who-would-be-Saints.
NIGERIA: EARLY CORRESPONDENCE AND CONTACTS

The fascinating story of the Mormons and West Africa before 1978
includes black Africans who were converted to the gospel but whose faith
was tested through years of anguished waiting; white Latter-day Saints from
America whose professions brought them to Africa where they learned to
love the African people and did what they could to encourage them in their
quest; at least one Church employee who corresponded with the blacks,
visited them in a semi-official capacity, developed deep love and empathy
for them, and longed for the day when he could officially take the gospel to
them; and, finally, the First Presidency and the Quorum of the Twelve, who
were forced to make agonizing decisions about whether to establish the
Church among a people who, because of the priesthood policy, clearly could
not provide their own leaders in their native land.
1
See the short but excellent discussion of American attitudes toward African music in Michael
Hicks, Mormonism and Music A History (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1989), 219-22.
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Contact between the Church and black Africans in Nigeria goes back at
least to 1946, when 0. J. Umordak of the Uyo District wrote to the president
of the South African Mission asking for literature and missionaries. The president referred the letter to the General Authorities in Salt Lake City, who
decided not to reply until they could give it further consideration. A year
later Umordok wrote again, but again Church leaders "decided to postpone
[an] answer" until the whole matter had been studied more fully.1 Nothing
more happened immediately, but this was only the beginning of a cruel
dilemma that would confront Church leaders periodically for the next three
decades.
In 1951 David O. McKay became president of the Church, and under
his leadership small but significant shifts in policy occurred that may have
helped prepare Church members for the dramatic change in policy twentyseven years later. In 1954 he became the first Church president to visit the
South African Mission. The current priesthood policy forbade the ordination
of anyone who could not trace his lineage out of Africa; but during his visit,
President McKay felt inspired to change the policy, so that any man whose
physical appearance did not suggest black ancestry was presumed to be
eligible for the priesthood.2 It is possible that he longed for an even greater
change.
More West Africans, in succeeding years, learned of the LDS faith, and
more wrote to Salt Lake City. Some letters apparently went directly to the
First Presidency; but at least by 1959, inquiries began to arrive at the Missionary
Department. There, they came to the desk of LaMar Stevenson Williams, a
man with a life-long dedication to missionary work and an employee of the
Missionary Department since 1949, with the duty of preparing audio-visual
aids for missionaries, collecting photographs and other materials for stake
conferences and missions, and responding to letters of inquiry about the
Church. Williams had asked his secretary to "be alert to any letter that might
be unusual or from an unusual place," and sometime in 1959 she passed on
an inquiry form from the back of the "Joseph Smith Story" tract that had
been sent in by the Reverend Honesty John Ekong from the Abak Zone in
^ringhurst, "Mormonism in Black Africa," 18. Bringhurst cites the Minutes of the Council of
the Twelve, 24 October 1946 and 9 October 1947, in the Adam S. Bennion Papers, Special
Collections, Marriott library, University of Utah, Salt Lake City, Utah.
2
See Mauss, "The Fading of the Pharaoh's Curse," 12; Farrell Ray Monson, "History of the
South African Mission of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints" (Master's thesis, Brigham
Young University, 1971), 42-46.
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Nigeria. Ekong had checked all the boxes on the form, which meant that he
wanted missionaries, more literature, and the name and address of the closest
branch. Williams wasn't even sure where Nigeria was; but after he and his
secretary found it on a map, he surmised that Honesty John was black and
that they must "tread carefully" in setting up correspondence with him. The
literature, nevertheless, was sent, correspondence was begun, and Williams
kept Gordon B. Hinckley, head of the Missionary Department, apprised of
all he was doing. Before long Honesty John requested baptism.1 Honesty
John's wish was not fulfilled, but Williams's literature reached many more
Africans, including Dick Obot of Uyo, Nigeria, who shared the message with
forty-one churches that he had established, consisting of several thousand
members.
The First Presidency, meanwhile, was fully aware of what was happening,
and was willing at least to investigate. In I960 they asked Glen G. Fisher,
president of the South African Mission, to visit Nigeria as he returned home.
Fisher did so and met with several groups that had obtained Church literature,
believed it, organized themselves the best they could after the pattern they
saw in the literature, and looked to Utah for help. One congregation consisted
of 125 members, and the letterhead on the leader's stationary read "The
Church of Jesus Christ, the King, of the Latter-day Saints" and, underneath
that banner, "Mormons."
When he returned to Salt Lake City, Fisher reported to the First Presidency, who asked some pointed questions. What did the Nigerians say when
he told them they could not have the priesthood, President McKay wanted
to know. Fisher replied that they did not seem too concerned, though he
was not sure they fully understood what that meant. Their greatest concern,
he said, was receiving more literature and getting help in building chapels.
Their existing meetinghouses were the most "dilapidated" buildings imaginable, and he compared one seaside chapel to an "old sheep shed." President
McKay also asked what, in Fisher's judgement, the Church should do with
'A copy of the original inquiry form, signed by Ekong, is in LaMar S. Williams, "African Mission
Journal," in Williams's possession. Used and quoted by permission. Unless otherwise noted, most
of the material dealing with Williams and his experience is taken from this journal or from LaMar
S. Williams and Nyal B. Williams, Oral History, interviewed by Gordon Irving, 1981, typescript,
The James Moyle Oral History Program, Historical Department Archives of the Church of Jesus
Christ of Latter-day Saints, hereafter cited as LDS Church Archives. Some use is also made of
"Notes on Personal Interview with LaMar S. Williams," 6 July 1988, by James B. Allen, in possession
of the author.
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these people. The Church, Fisher responded, had been invited to "superintend" their work; and even though he recognized the limits imposed by
the priesthood policy, he felt it possible for someone to go in and take over.
Everyone he met could speak English, and he was impressed with their
educational achievements and their sincerity in seeking help. His heart went
out to them, he said, and he believed that if an organization could be set up,
even without the priesthood, the people could "carry on" and do a tremendous amount of good.
Fisher's suggestion of organization without priesthood was unique, but
his concern for the spiritual well-being of the Nigerians was strong. Clearly
this would be an unusual step, and one that the First Presidency could not
take without a great deal of investigation. Also, President J. Reuben Clark
added a note of caution when he said that news travels fast and that the
Church would be in serious trouble among blacks elsewhere if it did something of that kind in Nigeria.1
Meanwhile, requests for information continued to arrive at the Missionary Department. A particularly impressive letter, dated 20 December I960,
came from Adewole Ogunmokun of Port Harcourt:
Sir,
I have been instructed by brethren of our Church to get into personal
contact through you, to the Authorities of the Mormon Church, with a
view to letting you know that we desire to form ourselves into one with
you by Faith and Creed.
Sir, the little group on behalf of whom I am writing came into existence
as a result of some contact with an American friend who gave to me a
copy of the "Reader's Digest" of April 1958 in which an article captioned
"The Mormon Church: A Complete Way of Life" was, after reading through
the article referred to above, I must confess I became transformed and
for a number of days I dreamt dreams of various degrees about the Mormon
Church, I have even worshipped in the Great Temple with thousands of
other Brethren on more than one occasion, until I became convinced that
I was not only dreaming but seen visions of new hope coming to my
nation and Africa as a whole through the Mormon church, so about the
middle of last year I got a few friends and relations together and after few
but not very easy meetings I was able to convince them of the new way
of life and hope. I am proud to inform you that now, even without any
books other than what was read about the Church in the Magazine and
with complete reliance on my dreamed worships with you in the Temple,
almost a hundred brethren are now holding regular Services of worship
^ l e n G. Fisher, "Report [to the First Presidency] of Elder Glen G. Fisher of the South African
Mission," 16 September I960, IDS Church Archives.
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on the house of one of our members. This is our third month together
and we are making steady progress in spite of handicaps the greatest of
which is lack of proper knowledge in the new way and as such after our
evening service on Sunday the 18th the elders delegated me with powers
to open up correspondence with you with a view to receiving more
information about our Church and at the same time asking for your help,
both in prayers and materials (i.e. books or literatures on order of worship
etc.), especially now that we are getting ready some new converts for
baptism early in the new year.
We need your help, too, in bringing our Church to its feet, in any way
you might deem fit to help us develop into a great church. We need
directions from you, like the people of old we call on you to come over
to Nigeria nay Africa (not Macedonia) and help us, we are sure you will
not turn a deaf ear to our appeal YOU MUST NOT....
May He whose Kingdom we are preparing for be with you all.
I remain,
Yours in the Lord
Adewole Ogunmokun1

Williams began to correspond with Ogunmokun, as well with leaders of
perhaps a dozen or more other groups that, independently of each other,
were taking upon themselves the name of the Church and baptizing converts.
How each of these groups first discovered Mormonism may never be fully
documented. Some, no doubt, had received Williams's literature. Others may
have seen the Reader's Digest article; Nigerians studying or traveling in Europe
or America may have come across literature; still other books and pamphlets
may have reached West Africa by other routes. Williams later estimated that
the Missionary Department received a thousand letters requesting more information from West Africa during the early 1960s.2 He obtained the overruns
of Church magazines; and at the end of each month, his secretary shipped
this material not only to Nigeria but also to Ghana and India, where requests
were also originating.
The First Presidency, meanwhile, discussed the Nigerian situation frequently during 1961. On 11 May, for example, the Presidency reviewed
correspondence from as far back as 1953, and considered LaMar Williams's
suggestion, as well as the suggestion of Elder Hugh B. Brown of the Quorum
of the Twelve, that the Nigerians be visited with a view toward opening a
mission. Interestingly enough, none of the correspondence reviewed at that
point had mentioned the priesthood issue; Williams recommended dealing
•Copy in Williams, "African Mission Journal."
Oral History, 41.

2

216

Journal of Mormon History

with it, not by letter but during a visit. After much discussion, the Presidency
decided not to make any moves at that point, and President Henry D. Moyle
was told to caution Williams that anything he said in his continuing correspondence was his own responsibility; he was not to speak officially in behalf
of the Church.1
On 22 June, President McKay expressed his feeling that they had an
inescapable obligation to permit the Nigerians to be baptized if they were
converted and worthy, though they should understand that they could not
perform ordinances or hold the priesthood. During this meeting the First
Presidency also seriously considered the possibility of sending the new South
African Mission President, O. Layton Alldredge, to get acquainted with the
Nigerians, then of sending LaMar Williams to meet him there and, perhaps,
to remain as a missionary.
The matter came up again on 30 June, and by that time Hugh B. Brown
was a member of the First Presidency.2 President Brown was very much aware
of the correspondence, and President McKay told him of the plan to send
Alldredge and Williams to Nigeria. The situation, however, was problematic,
for never before had the Church considered organizing branches in areas
where new members could not function in the priesthood. President McKay
commented that they were facing a problem even greater than that faced by
the Twelve in New Testament times when the question of whether the gentiles
should have the gospel shook the Church. The Lord would have to let them
know what to do, he said, and when he was ready he would open the door.
Until then they would have to tell the people they could go so far and no
farther. Clearly President McKay was willing, despite the problems it would
cause, to respond favorably to the pleading of these would-be Saints and give
them whatever blessings the Church could provide, short of the priesthood.
The First Presidency even sought advice from friends outside the Church
who presumably knew the African people well. Elder N. Eldon Tanner, then
an Assistant to the Quorum of the Twelve and also President of the West
'Information on this and subsequent First Presidency meetings on this subject is found in
the J. Reuben Clark Papers, LDS Church Archives.
2
Due to the serious illness of President Clark, who by this time was not even attending First
Presidency meetings, President McKay called an additional counselor; and on 22 June, in a meeting
of the First Presidency and Council of the Twelve, President Brown was named as a "Counselor
to the First Presidency." On 6 October President Clark died, and the First Presidency was reorganized, with Henry D. Moyle as First Counselor and Hugh B. Brown as Second Counselor.
Although the record is not clear, President Brown apparently did not attend the 22 June meeting.
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European Mission, was well acquainted with Sir Alfred Savage, former Governor General of Nigeria. At President Brown's suggestion, Elder Tanner was
asked to talk with him. If all went well, Tanner would be invited to join
Alldredge and Williams in Nigeria. Within three weeks, however, President
Brown had a letter from Elder Tanner in which he reported that Savage
discouraged the move the Church was contemplating. Perhaps reflecting his
own biases, Savage suggested that the Church could not have confidence in
the Africans who, he said, would contact any church they happened to read
about and would join any organization that would offer them personal benefits. Elder Brown's report on 19 July gave the First Presidency pause. President
McKay suggested that perhaps President Tanner, who was also corresponding
with leaders of some Nigerian groups, should be asked to investigate further.1
Plans to send anyone to Nigeria were canceled.
LaMar Williams was thunderstruck, for he had already written to some
of his Nigerian contacts that a Church representative was on the way. "This
was a disappointment to me," he later recalled, "and I delayed for about 10
days in writing any letters that would convey this information." The delay
was propitious, for in the meantime he received at least three more letters
from Adewole Ogunmokun and took these as well as several others from
his collection to President Brown, who agreed to take the matter up once
more with the First Presidency.
On 16 August President Brown again called to the attention of the First
Presidency the appeals from Nigeria. He emphasized that the writers all bore
testimony of their faith in the gospel; perhaps he read passages from some
of the letters. If so, expressions like the following, written by Ogunmokun
on 24 July, must have touched a responsive chord:
I assure you Sir, that you have brought us nearer to God and our Blessed
redeemer Jesus Christ more than any other Christian denomination to
which we were earlier connected. But now Brother Williams we need you
more than ever before... to achieve our much cherished desire, the desire
to have a branch of the Church ofJesus Christ of Latter-day Saints established
here in Nigeria, to teach us the true and only way of serving our God as
revealed to our revered Prophet Joseph Smith of blessed memory, to help
us open our eyes and the eyes of those of our people who have not known
Him and His true way Does our Lord not charge the early Apostles to
'Go into the world and preach the gospel? not only to preach but to baptize
J

J. Reuben Clark papers. At that time, Africa came under the general supervision of the West
European Mission.
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in the name of the Father and the Son and the Holy Ghost? This brother
is our claim and I think it is a justified claim too, therefore sir you must
help us, you cannot afford to do otherwise, you must not refuse our plea
for baptism and the laying on of hands by those in authority for the Gift
of the Holy Ghost and further instructions necessary for the preaching of
this true Doctrine.
In another letter five days later, Ogunmokun wrote:
My heart will not rest, for it is made up and there is no turning back for
me until I achieve my objectives, to be a baptized member of the Church
of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints and to receive the Gift of the Holy Ghost
by the laying on of hands by those in Authority
/ appeal through you
to the Church in General and especially to the President David 0. McKay
and the Presidency to help me and my people.
We are waiting patiently and with prayers day and night for your promised letter which no doubt will bear the joyous news of acceptance and
other necessary particulars.1
This time the First Presidency did not refuse the appeal and decided

to send LaMar Williams to meet with the Nigerian people. His instructions
stressed caution: He should take no action that would commit the Church.
His visit was to be entirely unofficial. Neither Presidents Tanner nor Alldredge
would meet him in Nigeria. The purpose of his visit was to ascertain whether
the Nigerians were truly converted to the gospel and were sincere. In addition,
he was to make two points abundantly clear: the Church had no paid ministry;
and if they became members, the Nigerians could not receive the priesthood. 2
Two months later, on Monday, 16 October, the delighted LaMar Williams was
on his way by jet to West Africa, accompanied by Marvin Jones, a young
missionary en route to South Africa assigned temporarily as Williams's companion. Williams took a camera, a tape recorder, and a flannel board to use
in the presentation of his lessons.
WILLIAMS'S FIRST "UNOFFICIAL" VISIT

Williams's month-long stay in Nigeria turned out to be a dramatic and
eye-opening experience, not only for him but also for the hundreds of African
people who came to hear him. He was struck with the comparatively primitive
conditions in which these prospective Saints lived and with the many customs
1
These letters are included in Williams, "African Mission Journal." The italicized material was
underlined in the original, possibly either by Williams or Brown, as points to emphasize with
the First Presidency.
2
J. Reuben Clark papers.
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and perspectives that were so different from anything he knew. But he was
more deeply impressed with what he discovered concerning the major question President McKay had sent him to investigate: Were these people sincere?
Williams and Jones arrived in Nigeria's capital city, Lagos, at 7 A.M. on
18 October and immediately tried to contact Adewole Ogunmokun. They
discovered that he had been made chief of his town of Ilesha, about a hundred
and fifty miles away, but that he was also in the hospital at Ibadan. Unable
to reach him, they remained in Lagos for two days then, on Friday, 20 October,
flew to Port Harcourt where they were to meet the people Williams had been
writing to and where their singular adventure began.
Williams's first surprise was that none of the groups with whom he had
been corresponding had any connection with each other. Several men met
them at the Port Harcourt airport, each convinced that Williams would visit
his particular group first. The airport reception broke into rivalry and confusion, but they finally adjourned to a hotel where the leader of one group,
who was also a tribal chief, cleared everyone out of the bar. For about an
hour, the prospective Saints anxiously contended over whom the representative of the Church should meet with first. Finally Williams took charge,
deciding that he would begin with the Reverend Udo-Ete, with whom he had
corresponded the most. The chief who had cleared the bar was not happy;
but after promising to visit each of the groups before they left, Williams and
Jones went with Udo-Ete to his village of Ibesit.
That night the natives came seemingly from everywhere to Udo-Ete's
little mud hut. The situation was fraught with irony. The people at the meeting
already belonged to a church that they called the Church of Jesus Christ of
Latter-day Saints, but they were there to plead for rebaptism and membership
in another Church by the same name. At the same time, the Salt Lake City
Church was a missionary-intensive Church, anxious to add to its numbers
world wide but not quite ready to accept these people as members. In another
irony, Williams had been told that his visit was unofficial, yet he was there
at Church expense and all his listeners considered him to be the representative of the Church that they had prayed so long would come. Whatever
he said to them about the gospel would be the first direct message any of
them had ever heard from a Latter-day Saint authorized to preach the gospel
and to administer its ordinances. Officially official or not, anything LaMar
Williams did or said carried all the weight of official Mormonism to the Saintswho-would-be-Saints of Nigeria.
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Partly because of this, the meeting in Udo-Ete's little hut had all the
elements of a great, though quiet, human drama. LaMar Williams, age fifty,
and Marvin Jones, age nineteen, were possibly the only two white men within
forty miles and no doubt struggling with fatigue, jet lag, and the unfamiliar
climate. They were meeting with mostly non-English-speaking blacks—men,
women, and children—in a hut in a little village completely surrounded by
jungle. The tiny living-room, with a window on either side and a dirt floor,
was crowded. "I recall that the doorway was filled with people," Williams
said. "In every square foot of window there was a face, the children and the
shorter ones down below and the taller ones up above."1 There, by the light
of a kerosene lamp, with the aid of a translator and a missionary flannelboard,
he preached for nearly two hours to the eager Nigerian throng.
In addition to explaining basic principles, Williams frankly told the
people that even though they might have the gospel, they could not have
the priesthood. If the Church were to come to Nigeria at all, it would have
to send missionaries to preside and to perform the ordinances. Perhaps the
anxious Nigerians did not fully understand all the implications of this policy;
but to Williams's surprise and satisfaction, the people in this meeting and in
all his subsequent meetings did not demur. Udo-Ete, for example, stood up,
held both hands out, then, putting his right hand underneath his left arm
declared, "I only want to walk under the priesthood."
When Williams finished giving his message, the meeting was still not
over, for several blacks stood and bore their testimonies. Moses Imyang, an
elderly man, declared that the teachings of the Church of Jesus Christ of
Latter-day Saints harmonized with the teachings of the New Testament, and
that "Since I have become a member of this Church [i.e., Udo-Ete's church],
when I pray I feel better spiritually... and I also beg the missionaries to hold
us tightly with this type of teachings." Henry Akpan, about age forty and
wearing a scarlet coat, told of leaving the Salvation Army, coming into UdoEte's church by baptism, and receiving the gift of the Holy Ghost. "We will
accept the teachings of this Church whole-heartedly," he assured the missionary from Salt Lake City. "Do not be afraid of us." Fifty-year old Sister
Dimah Noah expressed her pleasure at speaking before the missionary from
America. She had compared the teachings of other churches with this one,
and only here had she found the truth. "I have nothing to say except praise
'Oral History, 7.

JAMES B. ALLEN/WOULD-BE SAINTS: WEST AFRICA BEFORE 1978

221

for my God for bringing salvation unto us." A young boy told of being
converted by attending Udo-Ete's church but then being commanded by his
father to stop going. When he refused, the father beat him with the Bible,
threatened him, and banished him from home. The boy lived in the bush
for several weeks until he went to live with his grandmother, twenty miles
away.
Other such testimonies were born, and Williams was touched not only
by all that was said but also by what the people endured just to come to the
meeting. One woman with four little children had walked thirteen miles that
morning, stayed all day to see the Utah missionaries, and then would walk
home long after dark. Sister Dimah Noah left her two children at home with
her non-member husband and rode sixteen miles on a bicycle. Some people
came from as far as twenty-five miles away and walked back home that same
night—a total of fifty miles on foot just to hear the gospel from the man from
Salt Lake City.
That night Williams and Jones slept in a mud hut; and the next morning,
Saturday, Williams was up at 4:30 instructing Udo-Ete in such practical matters
as the priesthood policy, the fact that there were no paid ministers in the
Church, tithing, and the fact that the welfare program could not be extended

Reverend Udo-Ete and his wife and child. He was leader of a congregation
of self-organized Saints in Ibesit, Nigeria, 1961. Courtesy ofLaMarS. Williams
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to Nigeria. The Church would, however, give them guidance on how to
establish their own. Udo-Ete readily agreed to all the requirements.1
The first Sunday service was held the next day, at 10 A.M., in Udo-Ete's
little mud hut chapel with dirt floors and a palm-leaf roof. With 110 people
in attendance, including the two missionaries, the room was overflowing.
Everyone had walked to the meeting. Sixteen had arisen at 4 A.M. and walked
twenty-five miles to reach the meeting. A young widow, Lucy Udo, walked
fourteen miles carrying a long wooden bench on her head, for she knew
there would be no seat in the chapel for her and her four children unless
she brought it herself. Most had no lunch, except for some bread for their
little children, and nearly all of them were prepared to stay the whole day
if necessary. Williams could hardly forget his charge from President McKay
to determine whether the Nigerian Saints were truly converted and sincere.
"As I discovered these things about these people," he reported later, "what
had happened to these people and the sacrifices they were willing to make,
I decided that they were sincere, or they wouldn't do this
I came back
with recordings and pictures of hundreds of people who were sincere."2
Williams, who felt he was being treated something like a General Au'Williams's conversation with the Udo-Ete is instructive, for Udo-Ete's answers seem typical
of the responses received from nearly all his contacts during the next three weeks. When asked
how he felt about working for no money, Udo-Ete replied: "I am not the right person to teach
President McKay. He is to teach me being that he is the First Presidency of the Church of Jesus
Christ of Latter-day Saints.... A son cannot be bigger than his father, neither a servant bigger
than his master. Therefore, I myself being a son in the Latter-day Saints will be willing to follow
the teaching of my fathers as they have followed their Heavenly Father's instructions."
Williams then explained that the Church's welfare program could not be extended to Nigeria,
but that guidance would be given to help them develop their own, to which Udo-Ete gave a
similar reply. The conversation then went on: '"If and when the Church of Jesus Christ of Latterday Saints is organized officially here on Opobo District, Nigeria, will you cease to take a salary
and get a job working?' Brother Udo-Ete (answer) 'I do.'
"Brother Williams: "Then would you pay tithing and offerings?'
"Brother Udo-Ete: "Very lovely, I do.'
"Brother Williams: 'Would you instruct your congregation and other preachers also to pay
their tithes and offerings?'
"Brother Udo-Ete: 'I do.'
Williams then explained the priesthood issue, basing his explanation on Abraham 1:20-27 in
the Pearl of Great Price, to which Udo-Ete replied: "I do understand quite well that if my
congregation is accepted into this Church that I will not hold the Priesthood or any rank of
Priesthood.... Since that I do not want to come above the constitution of this Church." Williams,
"African Mission Journal," 20 October 1961.
2
Oral History, 10.
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thority would be treated among the Mormons, began to teach the Nigerians
how to hold LDS meetings. He also preached to them about the Godhead,
the apostasy and restoration, and the Book of Mormon. The meeting went
on until noon, when Williams told Udo-Ete that it was time to have a song,
pray, and close, for Mormon meetings were two hours long. The Nigerian
leader spoke quietly to someone else for a moment in his native language,
then turned back to Williams and said, "We don't want to close the meeting.
We have people here who want to bear their testimony." Williams was taken
aback: the meeting was packed, the temperature was high, everyone was hot,
on either side of him was a row of children about two years of age who had
sat there for the whole two hours without making a whimper (though some
were asleep), many of the congregation had not eaten all day, yet everyone
wanted to go on. "If they're willing, I am," he thought; and for the next three
hours, he listened to devout Nigerian Saints bear testimony to the truthfulness
of the gospel and to the divinity of the Church that, as yet, they could not
have among them. A large elderly man, with graying hair, barefoot, wearing
a white shirt and, around his waist, a rose-colored cloth, stood in the middle
of the congregation: "I am sixty-five years of age, and I am sick. I've walked
sixteen miles to be here this morning. I want you to know that I'm sincere,
or I wouldn't have done this. I haven't seen President McKay and I haven't
seen God, but I have seen you, and I'm going to hold you personally accountable to go back to President McKay and tell him that we are sincere."
As he continued to meet with Udo-Ete, Williams became acutely aware
of how hard this man was working to do things correctly and how deeply
he would be hurt if the Church were not established among them. Early
Sunday morning, for example, Udo-Ete showed him the records he was
keeping, especially those on wayward members. They were detailed, well
arranged, and well used. "He is well acquainted with his Church members
and their characters," Williams wrote. "He is very strict and under no circumstances will he tolerate unfaithfulness." But he also feared that if the
Church were not established, he could be disgraced. "He is unafraid of
criticism," Williams noted, "but fears being humiliated. He does not want to
be laughed at. He has promised so much, been so confident, that the Church
will be established that he is worried about the shame that will come to him
if he is refused." Such a worry was understandable.
Williams also became more keenly aware of Udo-Ete's poverty, and the
fact that being a paid minister meant practically nothing financially. He had
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Thefirstformal IDS meeting in Nigeria, December 1961, in the meeting house
of the IDS congregation in Ibesit. The man on the aisle is the speaker who
declared LaMar Williams personally responsible to tell President McKay of
their sincerity. Courtesy of LaMar S. Williams
so little money that even though his pants and blue shirt were "completely
worn out," he could not afford new clothes. More urgently, his wife and baby
still lived with her father, who refused to let them live with Udo-Ete because
he still owed money on the substantial dowry that, according to custom, he
must pay. She was allowed to visit her husband while Williams was there,
after Williams voluntarily paid an installment on the dowry himself in order
to help them out.
Williams also investigated the question of worthiness and soon discovered that the Nigerian Saints already understood and lived the Word of
Wisdom and that personal chastity was high among them.
From 22 October to 12 November, LaMar Williams and Marvin Jones
traveled throughout much of southeastern Nigeria, often driving through the
bush or jungle in dilapidated taxis or private autos. Williams preached regularly, gave flannelboard lessons, and did all he could to become acquainted
with local customs and with possibilities for the Church, while Jones faithfully
helped out wherever he could and frequently bore his testimony. They formed
close attachments to their newfound friends, calling them brothers and sisters
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and accepting them as such in every sense except actual membership in the
Church.
At Port Harcourt, on 26 and 27 October, they met with a small group
in the home of a Brother Nwokoro where, after giving the same lessons he
had given in Ibiset, Williams noted, "The Question of the Priesthood is not
nearly as troublesome as I had previously thought that it would be." In Aba
they became acquainted with Charles Agu who, they soon discovered, was
a chief who had joined one of the LDS churches and who promised them
that when they returned the next time the little chapel where they met "would
be much larger and finer for us to hold meetings in." Agu later told of
explaining the apostasy and restoration to another chief, "I suppose very
well," Williams noted, "because he has now heard us give it 4 times with a
flannelboard." At the village of Uyo, some sixty miles from Aba, they finally
met Honesty John Ekong, who lived in a mud hut and had his walls decorated
with clippings from the Improvement Era and pictures of the General Authorities. On 16 October Ekong had traveled over a hundred miles to meet
the two missionaries at the Port Harcourt airport but had missed them.
On 1 November they went on a sixty-mile search for Adewole Ogunmokun whose "fine letters," Williams remembered, "were mostly responsible
for our visit here in Nigeria." They set out by taxi from Aba with Charles
Agu, who knew where Ogunmokun was working, crossed a lake in a native
dugout, then caught a produce truck that finally deposited them at the doorstep of Michael Okafor, Adewole's boss. Unfortunately Ogunmokun was not
available, but Okafor introduced them to his own two wives and eight children, told them that he had learned much about the Church from Adewole,
and wanted to become a member. He knew polygamy was a barrier but said
"he would make adjustments necessary to comply." Williams responded that
he would take the matter up with Church authorities and let him know later
whether there was any way to become a member. Okafor argued, of course,
that he was acting in good faith when he married his second wife, for he
did not know of the Church at the time. "He seems very proud of both wives
and his 8 children," Williams wrote, "all of whom are 8 years and younger."
Michael Okafor's dilemma brought Williams face to face with the issue
that, next to the priesthood problem, could cause the greatest frustration for
missionaries trying to preach the gospel in Nigeria. It was not against the
law for a man to have more than one wife and, even though the other Christian
churches prohibited the practice, it was not uncommon among Nigerians

226

Journal of Mormon History

who could afford it. Williams did not intend to investigate or confront the
issue, but he found it confronting him on at least three occasions. He carefully
avoided pronouncing any policy when polygamists asked about Church membership, but he was also distressed when some men declared that, if necessary,
they would give up their plural wives in order to be baptized.
Williams continued to travel, hold meetings, and preach the gospel. He
also became acquainted with local officials and with customs concerning
church property. At Uyo, on 3 November, the town council offered the Church
land on which to build schools and meetinghouses; and in other places, the
Nigerian Saints made it clear that whatever buildings they had would be
available to the Church once it was established there.
On 12 November, Williams conducted the first Sunday School at Port
Harcourt, and the following day he and his companion flew to Lagos where
they called at the American embassy and on various Nigerian church officials.
Finally, on 15 November, Elder Jones, who "had had all the jungle he could
stand,"1 took a plane for South Africa and Williams was on his way home.
So ended LaMar Williams's fact-finding trip to Nigeria, during which he
visited nearly all the groups he had been corresponding with. His experiences,
some of them seemingly miraculous in nature, only added to his conviction
that he was truly on the Lord's errand. He found people willing to donate
land to the Church for chapels, attempted to identify places where missionaries might live, and, most importantly, became convinced that the people
he met were converted, sincere, and worthy to receive the gospel. "All these
people are poor but worthy of baptism," he noted in his journal on 29 October.
The only question was how and under what conditions.
Most members of the Nigerian Latter-day Saint congregations were poor
and lived close to nature. Few could speak English, and most were not
educated. The leaders, on the other hand, were better educated, and all could
speak, read, and write English. "I kind of felt," Williams later recalled, "like
it was a situation similar to establishing the Church in the islands of the sea
in the early days of Church history
I thought that here was a beginning,
among sincere people who were willing to learn, who needed the gospel,
who had been deprived of the gospel for 6,000 years, from the time that
Cain killed Abel. It certainly had to begin sometime, somewhere, and from
all appearances this was the time when things ought to begin to happen."2
'Williams, Oral History, 11.
Ibid., 17. The reference to Cain reflects the traditional Mormon teaching before 1978 that
blacks were descendants of Cain and deprived of the priesthood for that reason. Since 1978, this
tradition has little currency.
2
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HOPE AND FRUSTRATION: THE ILLUSIVE NIGERIAN MISSION

Williams left Africa a passionate partisan for missionary work in Nigeria;
and soon after his return to Utah, he presented an hour-long report to the
First Presidency and other Church leaders that included slides and taped
excerpts from some of the testimonies he had heard.1 Apparently his presentation was effective, for about three months later, on 26 February 1962,
President McKay called him into his office and told him that the gospel would
be taken to Nigeria and that the auxiliary organizations of the Church would
be established there among the existing groups. To Williams's joy, President
McKay asked if he would be willing to help establish a mission. Two days
later the matter was on the agenda of a meeting of the First Presidency and
Quorum of the Twelve, and on 3 March President McKay officially informed
Williams that he and his wife, Nyal B. Williams, were to go to Nigeria where
he would be presiding elder of a new mission district. He would report to
N. Eldon Tanner, president of the West European Mission. Two more married
couples, without children, would accompany them. On 9 April Williams was
authorized to write the news to the Nigerians and send Sunday School manuals
and other Church literature.
It was remarkable that Church leaders were actively preparing to open
a mission in Nigeria at a time when the Church's racial policy was the focus
of widespread criticism in America, even though no public announcement
was made then. Church leaders no doubt felt that publicizing the establishment of the Church among African blacks, without giving them the priesthood,
could only intensify pressure for the Church to change its policy. During the
9 April conversation, President McKay told Williams that he could not go to
Nigeria until after the October General Conference because of political problems the Church was having over its racial policies in anticipation of the
forthcoming election.2
Williams, then, had the summer to prepare, and to select the other
couples who would presumably make up the first missionary corps to West
Africa. He made plans to leave Salt Lake City on 27 November, visit in London
with Elder Tanner, who became an apostle in October, then go on to Nigeria
and organize the Church.
On 21 November, LaMar Williams was set apart by President McKay as
1

Neither his journal nor his oral history gives the exact date, but he briefly describes the
meeting in his oral history.
2
Williams, "African Mission Journal," 9 April 1962.
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the first missionary "to the nation of Nigeria where you have been called by
the inspiration of the Lord and the pleading of many citizens of that country
to preach the Gospel of Jesus Christ." The blessing continued movingly: "This
is a new appointment, a new assignment, not only to you individually but to
the entire Church, going to a people not entitled to hold the priesthood but
entitled to other blessings of the Church, including eternal life in the Celestial
Kingdom. We bless you that you may have sympathy for the people in this
work and recognize their citizenship in the kingdom of God."1 He was to
establish the Church, conduct missionary work, and organize all the auxiliaries. The new members were to supervise the auxiliaries themselves, thus
giving them as much experience in Church organization and leadership as
possible in pre-priesthood circumstances. Nothing quite like this had ever
happened before, and the uncertainties that lay ahead made this indeed a
bold, unique, and challenging venture.
Williams failed to receive his visa in time for his November departure
but shipped sacrament cups, trays, the scriptures, other literature, and other
necessary items to Nigeria. Elder Tanner spent the last two weeks of December
in Nigeria, where he talked with government officials and came away assured
that the visas would be approved by the end of January. He also met, and
was impressed with the sincerity of, at least four Nigerian Latter-day Saint
leaders very familiar to Williams: Charles Agu, Honesty John Ekong, Udo-Ete,
and Dick Obot.2
On 11 January, Williams met again with President McKay and with Elder
Mark E. Petersen, who had replaced Elder Tanner as president of the West
European Mission. Everyone was still optimistic, and plans for the mission
were discussed in detail. At that point, Williams learned of the new Churchwide policy of marking the membership card of each "colored" Church
member with a "C."3 While the reasons were not clarified, it may be that the
policy anticipated a rapid increase in black membership and the perceived
need to avoid embarrassment in making priesthood calls.
Williams's instructions seem well suited to the circumstances but also,
1

"A Blessing on the head of Elder LaMar Stevenson Williams setting him apart as a missionary
to the Nigerian Mission to labor under the direction of President Nathan Eldon Tanner of the
West European Mission, President McKay being voice, assisted by Presidents Henry D. Moyle and
Hugh B. Brown," 21 November 1962, typescript, in possession of LaMar S. Williams; used by
permission. See also "African Mission Journal," 19 December 1962.
2
"African Mission Journal," 3, 9 January 1963.
3
Ibid., 11 January 1963.
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in a sense, incredible, for they seemingly anticipated simply taking over
numerous preexisting congregations, something that may not have happened
in the Church since Wilford Woodruffs 1840 mass baptisms in Herefordshire,
England. The area would be divided into districts, each presided over by an
elder (presumably a missionary), who would be called a district president.
The existing Nigerian group leaders would be designated "District Group
Leaders and Branch Group Leaders or Branch Leaders." They would be set
apart by the laying on of hands, but in such a way that it would not be
construed as a priesthood ordination. The sacrament would be administered
by the elders, and selected male members would "be permitted to pass it
to the congregation as though they were Deacons." Williams was not to baptize
"large numbers" immediately but was rather to follow a program of careful
instruction and baptize only those who demonstrated "a willingness to be
substantial and faithful members of the Church." Given the circumstances,
the instructions seem reasonable.1
After the meeting, President McKay and Elders Tanner and Petersen met
with George Scott of the DeseretNews and approved a public announcement
of the mission to Nigeria. That evening it appeared as a short news article
in the paper.2 On 20 January LaMar and Nyal Williams were honored with a
missionary "farewell" in the sacrament meeting of the Salt Lake City Twentyeighth Ward. Ironically, the farewell was seven years premature.
Before he left the First Presidency's office on 21 November, Williams
asked what to do about people who were living in polygamy but wanted to
come into the Church. He may have been astonished at the answer for
President McKay, in the loving manner that was his hallmark, "told me to
baptize them and admit them to the Church. They could keep the wives and
families that they had at the time of baptism, but they were not to engage
further in this practice."3 It is impossible to speculate on what might have
happened had the Church actually been able to establish itself in Nigeria
then; sixteen years later, when this objective finally was achieved, people
living in plural marriage were specifically excluded from baptism.
After the public announcement, the number of couples called to accompany the Williamses was increased from two to four.4 However, the visas
•Ibid., 11 January 1963.
"Church to Open Missionary Work in Nigeria," Deseret News, 11 January 1963.
3
"African Mission Journal," 19 December 1962.
4
These couples were Urban Gail and Florence Bench of Salt Lake City, Forrest 0. and Ethel
Goodrich of Vernal, Walter E. and Nellie Atwood of Fresno, California, and Grant and Amie Graff
of Salt Lake City.
2
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still did not come, and soon Williams began to take a more active part in
trying to obtain them. In California, however, unhappy events were taking
place that would effectively block his efforts.
Sometime early in 1963, Ambrose Chukwu. a Nigerian student attending
college in San Louis Obisbo, visited the LDS Institute of Religion and was
invited to attend a Sunday service. During a conversation after the service,
he was dismayed to learn about the priesthood policy and angered by the
explanation provided in a copy of John J. Stewart's Mormonism and the
Negro. It seemed to prove that Mormonism was a "religion of race hate and
race superiority and discrimination." The book was unofficial, but in a long
and angry letter to the Nigerian Outlook Chukwu described it as "one of the
most important books of their religion." The Outlook published his letter,
along with excerpts from the book; and in an introduction entitled "Evil
Saints," the editor claimed that the Mormons "believe as a cardinal [tenet]
of their faith that the Negro race is not equal to any other race in the eyes
of God
Our correspondent has gone into great pains to expose this organisation because he fears it may come to Nigeria thoroughly disguised. ... These so-called Latter Day Saints must be recognized for what they
are-godless Herrenvolkism-and must not be allowed into the country."1
Other Nigerian students also wrote letters to university presidents and government officials throughout Nigeria. The negative effect of this publicity on
the pending visa requests was immediate. By 27 March 1963, Williams recorded in his journal his decision to try for a twenty-eight-day tourist visa
"in order to get over there in an attempt to clear up this misunderstanding."
On 20 April LaMar Williams flew to San Louis Obisbo to talk with the
Nigerian students. He felt he helped improve relationships, but he could not
change their attitude toward Church policy.2
On 28 May 1963, LaMar Williams met with President McKay and N. Eldon
Tanner, recently ordained an apostle. At that point, they decided to try a
different approach to the problem of visas. Elder Tanner was assigned to
write to the leaders of the Nigerian LDS groups, acknowledge them as such,
and advise them "that when they were able to obtain government permission
for the church to enter their country representatives would be sent to assist
them with their church program."3
1

Nigerian Outlook, 5 March 1963. Photocopy in my possession and also in Williams, "African
Mission Journal."
2
"African Mission Journal," 23 April 1963.
'Ibid., 28 May 1963.
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Nigerian Saints were quick to respond. A paid advertisement, entitled
"What You Ought to Know about the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day
Saints," appeared in the Nigerian Outlook on 16 June 1963. "For the purpose
of satisfying several public inquiries about the Church of Jesus Christ of Latterday Saints which is about to be established in Nigeria," it read, "the following
information is hereby released." It listed, with great accuracy, several basic
tenets of the Church with regard to Christ, the apostasy, the restoration
through Joseph Smith, modern revelation, baptism, and Christian living, and
noted that as soon as visas were available the Church was ready to send
representatives to assist in Church activities, including educational and health
programs. It was signed by Charles Agu and Dick Obot, "Recognized as
Leaders of the Church."
Ironically, their activity may actually have added credence to the rumor,
rampant in the United States, that the Church was about to change its priesthood policy. It was clear to the public that priesthood restrictions could cause
difficulties not only in Nigeria but elsewhere, as the Church became more
and more international in scope. In addition, the tense civil rights situation
in the United States soon brought from Church leaders powerfully positive
statements to the effect that it supported full civil rights for all people everywhere. On 7 June 1963 the New York Times carried an article announcing
that the Church was reconsidering its priesthood policy and quoting Hugh
B. Brown, second counselor in the First Presidency. "We are in the midst of
a survey looking toward the possibility of admitting Negroes," said President
Brown, though he also reminded the Times of the importance of revelation
in such a process. "Believing as we do in divine revelation through the
President of the church, we all await his decision." He also acknowledged
that "the whole problem of the Negro is being considered... in the light of
racial relations everywhere," but added, "We don't want to go too fast in this
matter. We want to be fair." Whether developments in Nigeria had anything
to do with the discussions going on among the members of the First Presidency is not clear, but the Times also noted: "Earlier this year a plan was
announced to send a mission to Nigeria, but the mission has not yet left Salt
Lake City."1
1

New York Times, Eastern edition, 7 June 1963. Hugh B. Brown made a strong pro-civil rights
statement at October General Conference, reported in Improvement Era, December 1963. See
also Edwin Brown Firmage, "Hugh B. Brown in His Final Years: The Joys and Trials of an Aging
Apostle," Sunstone 11 (November 1987): 7-11, for a brief discussion of President Brown's effort
to have the policy changed.
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The missionary couples assigned to work with LaMar and Nyal Williams
were eventually assigned to other missions; but Williams continued his frustrating effort to obtain a short-term visa that at least would allow him spend
a few weeks in Nigeria.1 On 9 October, encouragingly, he received a telegram
from Utah's Senator Wallace F. Bennett telling him that "applications for visas
for missionaries have been approved and mailed October 8, from Lagos,
Nigeria. This is good news." The visas never arrived.
In the meantime, Williams received a reasoned, fervent letter from
Charles Agu assuring him that the charge that Mormons were segregationists
had not affected the faith of those desiring baptism. It did, however, affect
government policy, and Agu suggested "that some good, clean Negro person
be given the priesthood to satisfy their government so that our work may
go forward."2 Agu made an impassioned plea for the Church not to give up
its efforts:
We are the people who are going to benefit, both spiritually and materially,
from your activities in Nigeria. It is very easy for you to call off the whole
arrangement as not worth all the trouble, but you will remember that this
is a question of people and their salvation. It is a matter of life and death
with us. life—not only in this, but in the world to come. I think this should
be more important to the church than the confusion of color
It appears
logical to me to believe, that God will accept the white who live a righteous
clean life, just as He will accept the black who are righteous and live
cleanly, and vice versa.... Let us embrace the Fatherhood of God and the
brotherhood of Christ, and by living the accepted standards of Christ,
relagate all other passions to the background.
Thirteen Nigerian Saints, meanwhile, signed a petition to the Church
asking that it try to satisfy their government's requirement and, at the same
time, reaffirming their unshakable faith:
Rather than be dismayed with the refusal of the government to grant you
visas, we have today met in our leader's house to pledge our unflinching
support in continuing our activities in the church, even more than before,
in hope that whether it takes us a whole lifetime to achieve our objective,
1

Late in September, 1963, for example, Murdock Travel Agency helped him prepare a tentative
itinerary and he applied for a twenty-eight-day visa hoping that he could obtain approval to visit
"members of the church" in Nigeria. "I am working on the theory that if their government officials
see an itinerary and are assured that I have a round trip ticket they may approve entrance which
would give me an opportunity to meet with their officials and discuss this matter in person. There
is also the possibility that while there an extension of the visa may be given." Williams, "African
Mission Journal," 27 September 1963.
2
As paraphrased by Williams in his "African Mission Journal," 31 October 1963.
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our unborn generation will live to glorify and bless us for our devotion
and thirst after righteousness. We trust the people of Utah and the church
hierarchy not to let our hopes be destroyed, for where will we go after
tasting of life and love which the church teaches?1
WILLIAMS'S SECOND VISIT: CONTINUED FRUSTRATION

On 10 January 1964, Williams finally received word that a short-term
visa had been approved. On 4 February he left, accompanied by Ralph Walker,
first counselor in the Calgary Stake presidency who, because he was a Canadian, did not need a visa. Arriving in Lagos the next afternoon, they spent
nine days visiting some of the Nigerian Saints and, often accompanied by
Charles Agu and Dick Obot, visiting government officials in an effort to obtain
permission for the Church to send missionaries to the country. It appeared
hopeless, however, as the premier of Eastern Nigeria refused to receive them
and the secretary to the Minister of Internal Affairs of the federal government
in Lagos informed Williams that his office would grant no visa without the
permission of the premier of the region the person wished to visit. It seemed
like a political run-around, and the quest ended with nothing accomplished.
So far as the Church was concerned, they found more people wanting
to join, received more generous offers of donations of land for building
schools and churches, and on Sunday, 9 February, attended five different
meetings of self-styled LDS congregations.
Despite this failure, Williams kept his hopes alive and continued to
correspond with the Nigerian Saints. Dick Obot headed a "Latter Day Saint"
group, originally established as early as 1953, that by this time seemed to be
'Charles Agu in a later letter told how he continually agonized over the problem and yet had
found happiness in the Church. "I have involved myself in the affairs of this church so much that
every day that my dreams of the mission being established in Nigeria fails to come true, is to say
the least agonizing. The point is that in my position as leader of the church every day members
look to me for the great news of your arrival. Sometimes I am at a loss to know what to tell
them.
"For myself, I have found happiness from the short association I have had with this church;
even if the mission does not come after all, I cannot say that I have not been blessed in many
ways from the little exercises I have been carrying out all these months in the church.
"But there are others who will not get up this my humble state of mind until you have
established the mission and they will just fall back into darkness and filth if we fail. It is mainly
for these people that my position as leader is concerned
I am so anxious about what I am
going to do with myself and the members if the mission does not come after all. Many of us will
only continue to live in a vacuum, and I will look like a deceiver to some of the members who
cannot understand our difficulties." Ibid., 6 December 1963.
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the major group toward which others were migrating. On 17 April 1964, for
example, Etim Peter, leader of the Apostolic Seventh Day Mission, and some
of his associates attended a general conference presided over by Obot for
the purpose of uniting the two congregations. "Brethren," he told the joint
meeting, "I was introduced by brother Obot to [LaMar S. Williams], after
brother Williams had spoken to me I was moved and I saw the truth, thereby
on my return I spoke to brother A. D. Obot that we should change our Church
from Sabbath to Sunday also accept the doctrine of his Church..., therefore
we came to this Conference and to surrender ourselves and Churches to
your Conference." Obot then reminded Peter and his group that that no one
could hold the priesthood, that there would be no salaried ministers, and
that all must "repent and be baptized by one holding the authority." "Do
you agree with all this?" he asked, to which Etim Peter replied "Yes we do,
when brother Williams spoke to me at Aba I also declared it to my Members
and all did agree and that is why we have Officially joined you."1 As a result,
some seventeen new congregations came into the Nigerian Latter-day Saint
fold.
On 29 September 1964 the trustees of Obot's group were able officially
to incorporate the "Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints" in Nigeria.
This, of course, provided no legal basis for the Utah church in Nigeria; but
they seemed to assume that by becoming legally incorporated, the Nigerian
church might be more effective at helping procure missionary visas. By
October 1964, Obot's organization consisted of seventy-five congregations
with nearly ten thousand baptized adult members and six thousand children.2
In America, meanwhile, LaMar Williams responded to another need of
the Nigerian Saints by helping establish a scholarship fund to bring Nigerian
students to Brigham Young University. It was a cooperative venture, as the
Nigerian Saints provided some funds, the students themselves provided $600
(though some had to borrow it), and Williams and other Americans sponsored
'Minutes of "The General Conference of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints.
Nigeria, West Africa," copy in Williams, "African Mission Journal."
2
Minutes of "The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints 12 Districts Conference, From
Friday 23rd to Sunday 25th October, 1964 Held at Okukuk Asang, Central Branch-Uyo," copy
in Williams, "African Mission Journal." Interestingly, the official seal stamped on the first page of
these minutes indicates that the church was established in 1953. Around the edge of the seal is
the name of the church, and inside is the inscription "Christ the Head." These minutes contain
a report on the incorporation of this church; a copy of the certification of incorporation is in
Edwin Q. Cannon, Collected Papers, IDS Church Archives; hereafter cited as Cannon Collection.
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them and provided funds to help them meet living and other expenses. By
January 1965 Williams and his associates, including Clifford Gledhill and
Eugene England, had raised approximately $ 1400, and four people had agreed
to sponsor four Nigerian students.
In addition to helping promising young people receive an education,
Williams also hoped this move might help in the quest for visas. Dick Obot,
he noted, "has indicated in his correspondence that our visas will be issued
by the Nigerian Government when they are confident that these students are
accepted at Brigham Young University. In other words the Government Officials over there want to be assured that there is no feeling of white supremacy
or feeling of race superiority on our part."1
No favorable response was forthcoming from the goverment; but two
young men and a young woman arrived in February, March, and May, 1965.
Before long, each joined the Church. Two were baptized at a particularly
impressive service in the Salt Lake Tabernacle, on 1 May: Oscar Udo by
Williams and Eti Ekpenyoung by David Galbraith. Speakers at the service
were Spencer J. Palmer of Brigham Young University and Ruffin Bridgeforth,
a leader among the LDS blacks in Salt Lake City. Eventually these new members
returned to their homeland and provided important assistance to the Church.
In early summer of 1964, the resourceful Williams organized the International Commerce Association to export American-made goods to Nigeria.
He hoped that its representatives could legitimately enter Nigeria on business
visas and then begin their Church activity. "I certainly hope and pray that
this proves successful," he wrote.2 In August, he finally received a second
vistor's visa and, on 25 August, had a long conversation with President McKay
and N. Eldon Tanner, who, two years earlier, had become second counselor
in the First Presidency. Hopeful that the anticipated Church organization
could be set up, the Presidency gave him final instructions, some of which
differed slightly from those received over two years earlier. For example, the
unordained blacks would not be permitted to pass the sacrament to the
congregation. In the broadening of another policy, however, Williams was
told to report directly to the First Presidency, rather than to the West European
Mission president.3
^'African Mission Journal," 20 January 1965.
Ibid., 5 May and 17 June 1964.
3
Ibid., 25 August 1965. For all practical purposes, the mission was being administratively
identified as the Nigerian Mission rather than as a district of the West European Mission and
Williams was often termed the Nigerian Mission president.
2
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THIRD VISIT

On 18 October 1965, Williams, again accompanied by a missionary from
Canada, Bryce R. Wright, set out on his third visit to Nigeria. During the next
three weeks, they met with government officials about the possibility of getting
their visas changed, looked for permanent living quarters, met with the
Nigerian Saints in various communities, helped set a few Nigerian church
affairs in order, and preached the gospel to strangers. On 6 November they
found reason for optimism when Williams's visa was extended for ninety
days and they met with the government official who was to prepare the forms
for getting the Church officially registered. At 11:25 A.M., however, Williams
was handed a baffling telegram from the First Presidency: "Discontinue negotiations in Nigeria and return home immediately," it read. "Have Elder
Wright report to British Mission Headquarters, London, for immediate reassignment."1 Stunned and confused, Williams was on a plane for London at
2:30 that afternoon.
Williams arrived in Salt Lake City at 10:30 the following night; on the
morning of 10 November he met for over an hour with the First Presidency.
During his short absence, two new counselors—Joseph Fielding Smith and
Thorpe B. Isaacson—had been added to the First Presidency. Presidents
McKay, Brown, and Tanner, with whom Williams had worked closely, remained "almost silent," while Isaacson acted as spokesman. "I was not really
informed as to why I'd been called back home," Williams later recalled. " . . . I
wasn't quite able to discover it." President Isaacson's main explanation
seemed to be that the Church was "just asking for a lot of problems"; and
by the end of the meeting, it was clear that the Nigerian program would be
discontinued entirely.2 For the next thirteen years, Church leaders maintained
an official hands-off policy.
THIRTEEN MORE YEARS

Williams was devastated, unable to answer the Nigerian Saints' natural
question, "Why did I just pull out without even any explanation?" The records
are silent on the reasons behind this reversal of the First Presidency's decision;
but Williams was reconciled to the seeming negation of all his efforts in
January 1966, only two months later, when a violent military coup became
'Ibid, 6 November 1965.
Williams, Oral History, 20; "African Mission Journal," 10 November 1965.

2
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the opening blow of the Biafran War, a bloody civil conflict in which few lives
were safe. When the war broke out, Williams "felt that the Lord had something
to do with getting me out of Nigeria. It wasn't the time for the Church to be
established." This impression was confirmed when he was flying from Los
Angeles to Salt Lake City on the same plane as President Harold B. Lee, who
assured him, " 'LaMar, it is just a matter of time in establishing the Church
[in Nigeria].' And he was right. The time was not right."1
Nigeria had gained its independence with relatively little violence, but
tensions still smoldered from colonial days. Nigeria was a federal state, divided
into independent eastern, western, and northern provinces; but the young
army officers leading the January coup espoused a controversial "One Nigeria" policy that would strengthen the power of the central state at the
expense of the regional governments. In July a bloody counter-coup took
place, and soon the violence spread to the streets of several northern towns
leaving thousands dead in only a few days. In late May 1967 LieutenantColonel Odemegu Ojukwu, the former military governor, declared the eastern region to be the independent state of Biafra. The renewed carnage ended
in January 1970, after the loss of thousands of lives and the capitulation of
Ojukwu. This did not end political strife; but the next coup, in July 1975, was
a peaceful one that returned the government to civilian rule.2 In September
1978 a ban on political parties, in force since 1966,finallyended. By the time
the Churchfinallywas ready to go into Nigeria with the priesthood, therefore,
the peaceful rise of several new parties suggested an era of more political
stability.
The civil war had wreaked havoc with the various congregations of
African Latter-day Saints. Some people drifted away, sometimes reaffiliating
with other churches. Some had been killed. According to Williams, at least
one leader of one of the largest groups was shot and killed. Another, Honesty
John Ekong, simply disappeared; Williams was never able to find him again.3
Lacking their English-speaking leaders, many of the non-English-speaking
members also drifted. Some Nigerians joined the Reorganized Church of
Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints, which had maintained missionaries, at least
'Williams, Oral History, 20-21.
See Richard Rathbone, "Independent West Africa," in History of West Africa, Vol. 2, in Ajaxi
and Crowder, 787-96.
3
Oral History, 21.
2
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part-time, in Nigeria since 1954.1 According to Williams, the war broke up
so many groups that "all we could do later was go back and kind of bring
the pieces back together again."2
Other Nigerians survived both the war and the withdrawal of direct
Church contact, and continued in their faithful quest for affiliation. Some
groups remained intact. Sampson Upkong, riding his bicycle all over the
Cross River State, maintained contact with some twenty small groups, kept
them together, and kept in touch with Williams. Members of these groups
were among the first baptized converts after the first official representatives
of the International Mission arrived in 1978.3
Some new names appeared on Williams's list of correspondents. On 13
March 1972, for example, Sunday Frank Idoh and others wrote a collective
letter to the Missionary Department expressing their belief in the Book of
Mormon and Joseph Smith's vision and asking that a branch of the Church
be established among them.4 In 1972 Williams was contacted by G. S. Assam,
a leader in the Christian Assembly of God, and began to send him literature.
Assam soon added his voice to those who were calling for the Church to
come. A letter of 30 June 1978 shows not only how well acquainted he was
with the Church and its history, but also his impatience with the lack of
progress. He cites Joseph Smith's vision in the Kirtland Temple on 21 January
1836, in which he saw "the Twelve Apostles of the Lamb, who are now upon
the earth,... standing in a circle, much fatigued, with their clothes tattered
and their feet swollen, with their eyes cast downward, and Jesus standing in
their midst, and they did not behold them. The Savior looked upon them
and wept." Assam asked rhetorically, "Why did he weep? He wept because
Nigeria is left out." He also listed all the temples the Church had erected to
that point, and wondered why Nigeria was not on the list.5
Williams, while still working in the Missionary Department, continued
to correspond with those whom he could keep track of, send literature, and
'Edwin Q. Cannon, "Report of Visit to Ghana and Nigeria," 1- 3, Cannon Collection.
Oral History, 22.
3
Ibid.
4
S. F. Idoh, et. al., to The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, Missionary Department,
13 March 1972, in Cannon Collection.
5
G. S. Assam to Rev. LaMar Williams, 30 June 1978, Cannon Collection. Williams, at this time,
was president of the Louisiana Shreveport Mission. The vision is recorded in Joseph Smith, History
of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, Period I, edited by B. H. Roberts, 2d ed.
rev., 7 vols. (Salt Lake City: Deseret News, 1948): 2:321.
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encourage young Nigerians to come to BYU. He had been puzzled whether
to do this, for his understanding in 1965 was that he was released from any
further assignment with respect to Nigeria. On 24 June 1966, a letter from
the First Presidency gave him "an honorable release... as a missionary... in
the nation of Nigeria." It expressed appreciation for his "faithful and devoted
service under this assignment in an attempt to carry the gospel message to
the natives of Nigeria," then explained, "Conditions have arisen which would
seem to make necessary a termination of your assigned duties as they pertain
to the Negro people
In the future any proselyting among these people
by correspondence or otherwise should be carried forward under the direction of the Missionary Executive Committee."1 Elder Spencer W. Kimball,
however, was chairman of the Missionary Executive Committee, and when
Williams asked him what to do, Elder Kimball simply said, "Keep in touch
with them." In a kind of historical irony, therefore, in the years after his visits
ended Williams kept writing, as well as sending the overruns of Church
magazines to Nigeria, Ghana, and India—just as he had done in the years
before his visits began. It was important, he felt, "to keep the activity going
in those three countries at a time when the Church was really not doing
anything."2 In 1974, Williams was called to head the Louisiana Shreveport
Mission; and when he returned in 1977, he retired from full-time employment.
FOUNDATIONS IN GHANA

In the meantime, as Nigerians Saints strove for missionaries and the
establishment of the Church in their country, seeds of interest were planted
in the nearby state of Ghana. Sometime in 1962, two sister missionaries in
England, Karen Nelson of Salt Lake City and Loretta Johnson of Richmond,
California, gave a missionary tract, "The Joseph Smith Story," to Lilian Emily
Clark of Cornwall. Through Clark the tract found its way into the hands of
a Ghanian religious leader she was acquainted with, Dr. A. F. Mensah. Almost
immediately converted, Mensah persuaded several others to join him in
organizing a Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints in a suburb of Accra.3
Like their contemporaries in Nigeria, Mensah and others also began to cor1

David O. McKay, Hugh B. Brown, N. Eldon Tanner, and Joseph Fielding Smith to Elder LaMar
S. Williams, 24 June 1966. Original in possession of LaMar S. Williams. Used by permission.
2
Oral History, 34-35.
3
Spencer J. Palmer, "Mormons in West Africa: New Terrain for the Sesquicentennial Church,"
Annual Religion Faculty Lecture, Brigham Young University, 27 September 1979, 3-4.
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respond with LaMar Williams, and Williams began to ship them Church books
and literature.1 Eventually Mensah had a huge following; at one time ten
thousand people reportedly attended one of his conferences. He even
founded a school and named it after Brigham Young.
In February 1964 Mensah paid a visit to J. W. B. Johnson, another religious
leader, and opened a discussion on the Bible and the Book of Mormon.2 He
asked that the two of them pray together; and as they did so, Johnson later
reported, the Spirit of God came upon them and revealed to them that Johnson
should read the literature of the Church and join Mensah in preaching the
restored gospel in Ghana. Mensah gave him copies of the Book of Mormon,
the Pearl of Great Price, the Doctrine and Covenants, Talmage's Articles of
Faith, and some pamphlets, including Joseph Smith's testimony. Johnson
began with the Joseph Smith story; and after about a month of reading he
suddenly began to receive personal revelations. One morning in mid-March
about 5:30, he fell into a trance, saw the heavens open and angels with
trumpets singing songs of praise to God. He joined in the singing, then heard
a voice saying to him, "Johnson, Johnson, Johnson
If you will take up
your work as I will command you, I will bless you and your land." Trembling
and in tears, he replied that he would do whatever he could; and from then
on he became a colorful, tireless missionary for the Church, going wherever
the Spirit directed. He and his followers were even persecuted, with people
"hooting" at them and ridiculing them. But they persisted and, during one
particularly difficult day, won forty people to the faith, "even," Johnson reported, "to the admiration of the Muslims around." Eventually Johnson and
his followers formed several congregations, and they were helped and encouraged by a number of Saints from Utah who were there on temporary
professional assignments.
Johnson also had another remarkable vision in which, he said, Joseph
Smith revealed himself to him and told him to stand firm in the face of all
their difficulties and that very soon the brothers in America would embrace
their small Ghanian group. In a modern version of the Ezekiel's two sticks
prophecy, Joseph Smith showed him two tape recorders, one white and one
black, joined them together, and then began talking to him about the Church.
Johnson reported all this, and more, in a letter to the First Presidency
'Williams, Oral History, 3-5.
The following story is based on J. W. B. Johnson to the First Presidency of the Church, 9
September 1978, in the Cannon Collection.
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of the Church dated 9 September 1978—shortly before the missionaries
officially arrived. "We therefore solemnly declare in the name ofJesus Christ,"
he said in closing, "that God has prepared the groups in Ghana for you for
we have nowhere else to go but look forward to your sending to us missionaries to help us understand the Church better for it is our burning desire
to live by the faith of this Church in order to attain its standards."
On 26 July 1969 the Mensah group legally incorporated The Church of
Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints in Ghana;1 and Mensah, Johnson, and others
continued through the 1970s to propagate the gospel as they knew it and to
plead with the Church for missionaries and an official Church organization
in their country. The "hands off policy that sent LaMar Williams home from
Nigeria in 1965 also applied to Ghana, however; and except for some correspondence with Williams and the Missionary Department, the Church made
no official response.2 Sometime in 1969, however, Johnson broke with Mensah, who he felt was not staying close enough to LDS Church doctrines, and
set up his own group in the Cape Coast area. By 1978 he had six congregations
in Cape Coast and one in Kumasi. Other groups also broke from Mensah.3
NIGERIA AND GHANA: UNOFFICIAL CONTACTS

Though there was no official contact with the West Africans after 1965,
at various times during these interim years certain Church members made
unofficial, or, perhaps, semi-official, contact with these unofficial Latter-day
Saint groups. Between 1966 and 1969, for example, Virginia Cutler of Brigham
Young University was a visiting professor at the University of Ghana; before
she left Utah, LaMar Williams asked her to get acquainted with Dr. Mensah
and his group and teach them all she could. She gladly did so and, in the
process, encouraged them, wrote to Williams about them, and helped arrange
for sending Church magazines and other literature to them.4
M. Neff Smart, a professor of communications at the University of Utah
and a visiting Ford Foundation professor in Nigeria in the early 1970s, made
1

Certificate of incorporation in the Cannon Collection.
In 1971-74, for example, Edwin O. Cannon was president of the Swiss Mission, which at
that time had jurisdiction over various international areas not incorporated into other stakes or
missions. During that time he received a file of correspondence with Ghanaians and Nigerians
from the First Presidency, but he was instructed not to correspond with the blacks in either place.
Cannon, "Report of Visit", 1-3.
3
Ibid., 8.
4
Ibid., 3; Williams, Oral History, 40-41.
2
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contact with one of the Nigerian Latter-day Saint groups in Lagos, began
attending their meetings, and was invited to teach a Sunday School class. The
first time he taught, the opening song was "What a Friend We Have in Jesus."
They sang it. he said, "as it never was sung in my ward in Utah, with an
earnestness and fervor that brought tears." Smart also met with, and taught,
blacks who were interested in the Church in Ghana.1
Between 1969 and 1977, Merrill J. Bateman, a BYU business professor,
made several visits to Ghana, making unofficial contact with the Mensah and
Johnson groups. Such contacts prepared him well for his official fact-finding
tour in 1978.
M. Lynn Hilton, who had worked in the Missionary Department while
attending the University of Utah and had helped Williams send materials to
Africa, was in Ghana on business from 1969-71. He, too, visited some of the
groups, became acquainted with Mensah, and provided leaders of the Latterday Saints with personal triple combination. Mensah, at least, received a
leather-bound copy. Hilton also sent them a hundred copies of the Book of
Mormon.2
At the same time, the handful of white American LDS professors, businessmen, and others who were in Ghana or Nigeria for extended periods
were officially assigned to "groups" or branches under the direction of, first,
the Swiss Mission and then the International Mission. Homer Austin, for
example, who was in Nigeria in 1971-72, was set apart by General Authorities
in Salt Lake City as group leader for Nigeria and told to work under the
direction of President Edwin Q. Cannon of the Swiss Mission. Shortly after
arriving in Ghana, he contacted some of the black groups but later was
instructed to avoid further contact.3 Likely, it was the implied official nature
of the contact that the General Authorities objected to.
Other American Latter-day Saints who went to West Africa for various
reasons during these years also visited the black Saints in Nigeria and Ghana,
including Spencer J. Palmer of the Brigham Young University religion faculty,
Dr. Ralph Richards of the medical school at the University of Utah, and Marvin
Jensen, manager for boxing champion Gene Fullmer. Many such visits were
made specifically at the request of LaMar Williams who, though he was
1
U. Neff Smart, "The Challenge of Africa," Dialogue: A Journal of Mormon Thought 12
(Summer 1979): 54.
2
Williams, Oral History, 40-41; Cannon, "Report of Visit," 3-4.
3
Cannon, "Report of Visit," 1-3.
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officially released from his assignment as a missionary, could hardly release
himself from the love and responsibility he felt for the Nigerians. "Every time
I'd hear of someone going there," he recalled, "I'd try to get them involved
and let them know what we were trying to do to open the doors to get into
Nigeria."1
Perhaps the nearest thing to an official contact came in 1975. Lorry
Rytting, a visiting Fulbright professor at the University of Nigeria in 1974-75,
was also president of the Nigeria Area Branch of the recently created International Mission. William G. Bangerter, president of that mission, instructed
Rytting to send him a report on the black Nigerian groups, so Rytting made
a conscientious effort to locate them. Like others before him, he felt their
sincerity, humility, and love; he was deeply impressed as he heard them
bearing testimony that Spencer W. Kimball was a prophet and learned that
they had memorized the Articles of Faith, abstained from alcohol, and looked
to Salt Lake City as their "mother church." Some had been waiting for more
than ten years, he observed, and they could not understand why their letters
had gone unanswered.
Rytting visited several congregations and his experiences were heartwarming. He was the first visitor from Salt Lake City some of the Nigerian
Saints had seen, and he was especially touched when the choir in one congregation presented two songs its members had laboriously learned in English, just for him, from pamphlet-sized reprints from the Songs ofZion: "We
are Sowing, Daily Sowing," and "Come, Come Ye Saints." "Our hearts responded to their pleas that we tell their story to the Church leaders when
we returned," he said of his family's reaction; and because of their experience,
his sons expressed their desires to be called as missionaries to Nigeria.2
iOral History, 40-41.
Lorry E. Rytting to William G. Bangerter, 4 August 1975, Cannon Collection. Also in the
Cannon Collection is a copy of the "Welcome Address" presented to Rytting and his wife when
they visited the leadership conferences of the "Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints Nigeria,"
held at Aba on 14 June 1975. Presenting such formal addresses was an important custom among
the Nigerians. In this one, the members of the group expressed great joy at having Rytting there,
for, they said, they had been looking forward to the day when they would have a messenger
from the "Home Office" who could give them more enlightenment, help them, hear their
complaints, and relate his experiences to the General Authorities in Salt Lake City. The address
briefly reviewed bits of the history of the movement in Nigeria, recalled the members' "utter
disappointment and displeasure" when LaMar Williams was called home in 1965, and then, though
recognizing that he was not sent officially to hear them, gave him a list of grievances and burdens.
First, they said, after the war many "overseas churches" hastened to rehabilitate their Nigerian
2
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OMEGA AND ALPHA: THE END OF WAITING

In 1971, Edwin Q. Cannon became president of the Swiss Mission and
in that capacity had responsibility for Church activity in all the areas not
included in reguiariy organized stakes and missions. That year he received
the correspondence file regarding Nigeria and Ghana, but he was instructed
by the First Presidency not to correspond with the Africans at that time.
Church leaders did not disapprove of the unofficial contacts; but for the time
being, they wanted to avoid "official" contacts that might imply that missionary
work was about to begin.1 After his release from the Swiss Mission in 1974,
Cannon became a counselor in the recently created International Mission,
and the West African files went with him. Later he served as secretary to the
International Mission. Thus, for seven years, Edwin Cannon was actively aware
of what was happening in Nigeria and Ghana and was well prepared for his
important role in finally establishing the Church in those nations.
In 1978, President Spencer W. Kimball's long-awaited revelation on
priesthood was announced to the world. The wording of the official announcement made it clear that President Kimball and others had long been
concerned and had been actively seeking the Lord's direction and confirmation on a decision they knew eventually must be made:
Aware of the promises made by the prophets and presidents of the Church
who have preceded us that at some time, in God's eternal plan, all of our
brethren who are worthy may receive the priesthood, and witnessing the
faithfulness of those from whom the priesthood has been withheld [this
must have spoken volumes to the Nigerians and Ghanians who read it],
we have pleaded long and earnestly in behalf of these, our faithful brethren,
spending many hours in the Upper Room of the Temple supplicating the
Lord for divine guidance.
He has heard our prayers, and by revelation has confirmed that the
long-promised day has come when every faithful, worthy man in the church
may receive the holy priesthood. (D&C Official Declaration-2)
The time of waiting was nearly over for the black Africans in Nigeria
and Ghana, and the story of what happened as a new day dawned for them
branches; but in their case, even after their leaders wrote to Salt Lake City, no word was received.
Next they asked that the Nigerian Mission be given official recognition, the lack of which had
retarded their growth. They also pointed to the need to reconstruct chapels, to obtain vans and
other materials necessary for evangelism, to obtain books, records, and tapes, and to receive aid
for a seminary sponsored by their church as well as the proposed Joseph Smith Memorial College
at Likosi. They also wanted missionaries.
'Edwin Q. Cannon, telephone interview 12 December 1990; notes in my possession.
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is as fascinating and heart-warming as what went on before. It can be told
here, however, only in briefest outline.
In August Edwin Q. Cannon and Merrill Bateman were sent by the First
Presidency on a short fact-finding trip to West Africa, armed with many names
gathered from the correspondence files and from Lorry Rytting's report. In
both Nigeria and Ghana, they found some blacks who were already baptized
members of the Church-some former BYU students, and others who had
been converted and baptized in America or elsewhere.1 For the most part,
however, they met with blacks who had been anxiously waiting, many of
them for years, for the time when the Church would be organized in their
nations. There were approximately two thousand such people in Nigeria,
they estimated, and a thousand in Ghana.
Among the people they met in Ghana were A. F. Mensah in Accra and
J. W. B. Johnson in Cape Coast. Mensah, they noted, had lost the leadership
of his group but, Cannon wrote, "It was heartwarming yet saddening" to sit
with Mensah and Clement Osekre and hear of their high hopes for the Church
and yet of their feeling that some of their people had rejected the gospel.
He characterized them, however, as "valiant men" who still had hope and
faith.2
J. W. B. Johnson, on the other hand, was still the leader of seven congregations totaling somewhere between five hundred and a thousand members. In his little chapel at Cape Coast, the visitors found in the middle of
the room a large statue of the angel Moroni, standing on a ball and blowing
a trumpet. Attached to the pulpit was a picture of the Bible and the Book of
Mormon and the room was decorated with pictures of Joseph Smith, the
Tabernacle Choir, and other LDS scenes. They left with little doubt that
Johnson and his group were ready for baptism, and later Johnson became
the first district leader in Ghana.
One of the people Cannon and Bateman were especially anxious to
meet in Nigeria was Ime Eduok, who had been baptized, with his wife Shade,
while attending Woodbury College in California. In addition, in 1975 Lorry
Rytting had appointed him to coordinate several groups in the Calabar-Etinan
1
Some may have been baptized by certain unofficial visitors; Williams, for example, indicated
that M. Lynn Hilton baptized some people when he was in Nigeria. Williams, Oral History, 4041. Unless otherwise noted, the information on this fact-finding trip is taken from Cannon, "Report
of Visit."
2
Edwin Q. Cannon, handwritten note dated October 1978, Cannon Collection.
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area. Knowing that the letters they had written had not yet arrived, the two
LDS emissaries went into a hotel and Cannon asked the desk clerk, "Do you
know any of these names?" then read the list he had. A man who had just
come in to buy a newspaper came up and said, "I know Ime Eduok. I'm his
boss!" The result was that they met Eduok who then spent the next three
days driving them throughout the Cross River State and helped them make
contact with everyone they needed to find. It was not long before Eduok
became the first LDS district president in Nigeria.1
On 19 September, in a letter to President William G. Bangerter, Anthony
Obinna, a Nigerian who had long been pressing for missionaries to come,
expressed well the continuing frustrations of his people. He had missed
seeing Edwin Cannon and Merrill Bateman, though he had traveled long
distances trying to find them, and expressed dismay that he had not heard
officially from any Church leaders. "Should I believe that the preaching of
the gospel of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints is not for Nigerians?" he asked.
LaMar Williams, Obinna said, had done all he could, but "since he left for
the Gulf States, everything appears to be as dead as a dodo." Two days later
he wrote to the Quorum of the Twelve: "Nigeria has an open door for religious
denominations. What could hinder this church from having foot hold here?
Did Christ not say—'Go ye and teach all nations?'
We here are the true
sons of God, but colour makes no difference in the service of Our Heavenly
Father and Christ. The Spirit of God calls us to abide by this church and
there is nothing to keep us out."2
Even as Obinna wrote, however, plans for establishing the Church in
Nigeria and Ghana were being implemented. In November, Edwin and Janath
Cannon and Rendell and Rachel Mabey arrived as representatives of the
International Mission in West Africa.3 On 21 November the first baptisms
were performed, with Anthony Obinna first of the nineteen who became
members of the Church that day.
On 1 December 1978, Anthony, Francis, and Raymond Obinna wrote a
letter of appreciation to President Spencer W. Kimball. It read, in part:
The entire members of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints in
this part of Nigeria have the pleasure to thank you and the Latter Day Saints
Gannon, "Report of Visit," 32; Cannon, telephone interview, 12 December 1990.
Cannon Collection.
3
The Church still hesitated to use the designation missionary, and it was not used until the
official opening of the West African Mission in 1980.
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throughout the world for opening the door for the Gospel to come to
our people in its fullness.
We are happy for the many hours in the Upper Room of the Temple
you spent supplicating the Lord to bring us into the fold. We thank our
Heavenly Father for hearing your prayers and ours and by revelation has
confirmed the long promised day, and granted the holy priesthood to us,
with the power to exercise its divine authority and enjoy every blessing
of the temple.... There is no doubt that the Church here will grow and
become a mighty centre for the Saints and bring progress enough to the
people of Nigeria as it is doing all over the world.1

By the time the Cannons and the Mabeys returned to Utah in 1979, over
seventeen hundred Nigerians and five hundred Ghanians were on the rolls
of the Church. Sadly, missing from the rosters of the new Latter-day Saints
were such familiar names as O. J. Umordak, Honesty John Ekong, Dick Obot,
and Adewole Ogunmokun, whose letter of December I960 was a major
catalyst in igniting President McKay's early interest. What happened to them
is not known.
On 1 April 1980, the West African Mission was formally created, with
Bryan Espenschied as itsfirstpresident. Events had come full circle, for among
the other full-time missionaries called that year were LaMar and Nyal Williams.
'Anthony U. Obinna, Francis I. Obinna, and Raymond I. Obinna to President Spencer W.
Kimball, 1 December 1978, Cannon Collection.
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